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POSTPONEMENT OF REDUCTION FORMULA IN ON-FARM 
TRAINING PROGRAM 


THURSDAY, APRIL 28, 1955 






House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EpucaTION AND TRAINING 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in the com- 
mittee room, Old House Office Building, Hon. Elizabeth Kee (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mrs. Ker. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

The Subcommittee on Education and Training is meeting this 
morning to consider the operation of the veterans’ institutional on- 
farm training program. We are particularly interested in the opera- 
tion of the program as it affects Korean veterans’ training under 
Public Law 550 of the 82d Congress. 

The various bills and the Veterans’ Administration report thereon 
will appear in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


naar 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 6, 1956. 
Hon. Onin E. TEAGUE, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washingtcn 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Teacve: This will refer to your request for a combined report from 
the Veterans’ Administration with respect to the following bills: 

H. R. 368, 84th Congress, a bill to amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assist- 
ance Act of 1952 to eliminate the requirements that education and training allow- 
ances payable to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training under that act 
be periodically reduced; 

H. R. 369, 84th Congress, a bill to remove the automatic periodic reduction of 
the education and training allowances of veterans pursuing on-the-job training or 
institutional on-farm training under the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act 
of 1952; and 

H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006, identical 84th Congress bills, to amend 
the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that education and 

: training allowances paid to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training shall 
not be reduced for 12 months after they have begun their training. 

The purposes of these measures are indicated by their titles. All bills would 
amend section 232 (d) of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 
(Public Law 550, 82d Cong.), and in addition, H. R. 369 would amend section 
232 (c) of that act. An addendum to this report sets forth the text of these two 
i subsections as they would be amended by each of the subject bills. 

{ Subsections 232 (c) and 232 (d), Public Law 550, establish the rates of educa- 
tion and training allowances for apprenticeship and other training on the job, and 
for institutional on-farm training, respectively. Both subsections provide for such 
allowances to be reduced at the end of each 4-month period as the veteran’s train- 
ing progresses by an amount which shall bear the same ratio to the basic training 
allowance (with respect to institutional on-farm training a $30 a month tuition 
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factor is exempted from reduction) as 4 months bears to the total duration (as 
therein defined) of the veterans training program. In addition to this so-called 
reduction formula, subsection 232 (c) provides a ceiling of $310 per month on the 
combined rate of the education and training allowance and the income from pro- 
ductive labor (performed as part of his course) which a veteran pursuing an 
apprenticeship or other on-job program may receive. 

The reduction formulas of Public Law 550 are best understood against the 
background of the comparable provision of the World War II education and train- 
ing program (title II, Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended) for 
limiting the governmental assistance in the cases of trainees earning income from 
productive labor. The 1944 act provided express discretionary authority in the 
Administrator to pay lesser amounts than the basic rates for subsistence allow- 
ance in the cases of persons pursuing their courses on a part-time basis or receiv- 
ing compensation for productive labor as part of their apprentice or other train- 
ing onthe job. Pursuant to this authority, there was established administratively 
a requirement with respect to such on-job training situations, limiting the com- 
bined rate of subsistence allowance and trainee wage to an amount which did not 
exceed the entrance salary of a trained journeyman in the particular occupation 
or trade. This administrative limitation was later supplemented by a “ceiling 
provision,”’ added to the law by Public Law 679, 79th Congress, to meet certain 
abuses which had developed and which were not being controlled by the journey- 
man wage formula. The ceiling provision was made applicable to all classes of 
trainees and applied a statutory maximum to the combined rate of subsistence 
allowance and the veteran’s compensation from productive labor. 

The devices applicable to the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act program, though 
effective in most types of training in eliminating the abuses toward which they 
were originally directed, created certain problems in their administration. Par- 
ticularly with respect to institutional on-farm training, difficulty was experienced 
in obtaining realistic reports on income. Audits disclosed a great many errors in 
such reports submitted to the Veterans’ Administration, which resulted in over- 
payments and costly administrative procedures in attempting to effect collection. 

The Public Law 550 provisions were attempts to reach the objectives of the 
income ceiling and the journeyman wage formula of Public Law 346 without the 
administrative complexities and to add an economic incentive factor for the vet- 
eran to increase his earning capacity during his period of training. This incentive 
factor was not prominently featured in the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act ceil- 
ing provisions which were primarily designed to curb or prevent exploitation of 
the subsistence allowance by veterans or employers. However, these provisions 
did not afford control in those situations where wage or earnings levels, though 
subject to the statutory ceiling, were accommodated to the retention of the tax- 
free subsistence allowance at a maximum or near maximum as long as possible. 

The basic objective of an incentive factor (as applied to on-job and on-farm 
trainees) is that the veteran be in position to continue with his employment, or 
with his farming, on a self-sustaining basis after the governmental assistance is 
terminated. If this is not accomplished, the veteran may be faced with the neces- 
sity for abandoning the occupation for which he is trained, with the consequent 
loss of the time and effort he has invested in such training and the waste of the 
Government funds expended to aid his financial and occupational readjustment. 

The mentioned journeyman wage formula as well as that item of the standards 
enacted by Public Law 679, 79th Congress, for the approval of a course of on-job 
training under the 1944 act which requires that the veteran’s wages for each 
successive period of training be not less than those customarily paid in the estab- 
lishment and the community to a learner in the same position (par. 11 (b) 2d, 
pt. VIII, Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a)) were likewise directed toward this objec- 
tive. However, neither of these provisions were applicable to on-farm training 
and even with respect to on-job training they had certain limitations, principally 
evidenced in those cases where the veteran in the subjourneyman stage of train- 
ing could content himself with the minimum acceptable level of progress and 
continue to receive the trainee wage and subsistence allowance. In such cases 
there was no compelling incentive for the individual to rapidly attain a wage level 
necessary for economic independence of the Government allowance. While the 
mentioned standard for approval of a course of on-job training has had a salutary 
effect and has been reenacted as section 251 (b) (4) of the 1952 act, it is to be 
emphasized that such provision does not have the self-policing features so desir- 
able in a program of the magnitude of the veterans’ education and training 
programs. 

The legislative history of Public Law 550 demonstrates the congressional con- 
cern with the need for a “‘built-in’’ incentive factor. The report of the House 











1 
: 
s 
: 
: 


. 








) 
; 
: 


: 
: 
. 
i 
} 
| 





POSTPONE REDUCTION FORMULA IN ON-FARM TRAINING 793 


Select Committee To Investigate Educational, Training, and Loan Guaranty 
Programs under GI bill (H. Rept. No. 1375, 82d Cong.) which was issued at the 
conclusion of approximately 2 years of intensive study of the operations of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act education and training programs contains (on 
p. 5) the following as one of the conclusions of the committee with respect to 
apprentice and other training on-the-job under the 1944 act: 

“3. In many instances, trainee wage scales have been designed to take maximum 
advantage of subsistence payments and have been influenced by the income ceil- 
ing established by law resulting in the veteran being paid wages lower than the 
customary wage in the community.” 

Further, with respect to institutional on-farm training, the reduction formula 
presently in the law is consistent with recommendation No. 6 of the mentioned 
select committee (p. 2, H. Rept. No. 1375, 82d Cong.). Further information 
concerning the basis for that recommendation and the subsequent action of the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs in adopting the automatic reduction principle 
may be found in the testimony of Congressman Teague (chairman of the select 
committee and sponsor of H. R. 7656, 82d Cong., which bill became Public Law 
550, 82d Cong.) in the course of hearings before the Special Subcommittee on 
Veterans’ Education and Rehabflitation Benefits of the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, United States Senate, on H. R. 7656 (pp. 50-51 of the printed 
hearings). The following extracts from such testimony are pertinent: 

“We have provided that the farm trainees’ subsistence will be reduced each 4 
months on a basis similar to apprentice and on-the-job training. 

“This step was taken because we have found many farm trainees enrolled on 
submarginal farms and existing on their subsistence. 

“At the end of their 3- or 4-year program they had done little or nothing to 
stabilize their farm program. 

* * * * * * * 


““As soon as their subsistence checks are discontinued they consequently have 
been forced to move off the farm to earn a living. The gradual reduction of sub- 
sistence provided in the bill will serve as an incentive for the veteran to under- 
take a greater portion of his own support as his training program progresses.” 

As a further illustration of the congressional views on the matter, the report of 
the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs on H. R. 7656 states that the reduction 
formulas of section 232 were incorporated in the act to emphasize “the concept 
that the allowance is for supplementary support only and hence, as his earning 
capacity increases during training the veteran’s allowance should be less’”’ (p. 32, 
H. Rept. No. 1943, 82d Cong.). 

It is evident from the foregoing legislative history that the provision for periodic 
reductions in the allowances to on-job and on-farm trainees was not designed to 
impose discriminatory restrictions on those groups or to arbitrarily achieve 
economies in the benefit program at their expense. Rather, it sought to take 
account of the administrative complexities of the Public Law 346 devices and to 
provide the needed incentive factor. It is, of course, recognized that these for- 
mulas are mathematical in nature and the prescribed reductions will not neces- 
sarily conform to the interim increase in the earnings of individual veteran- 
trainees. By design, such reductions are geared to the anticipated increases in 
the earning power of the average veteran pursuing training in one of these cate- 
gories. Presumably, the Congress was aware that there would be individual cases 
involving on-job and institutional on-farm trainees which would not adjust evenly 
and perfectly to the prescribed formulas. However, any alleviation of these situa- 
tions—if the Congress were disposed to change the existing law in this regard— 
should not be sought, in my opinion, by the outright. repeal of the reduction 
formulas, as such would eliminate the mentioned incentive factors. Also, with 
the exception of the ceiling provision applicable to on-job training, it would 
remove the limitations upon governmental assistance regardless of actual improve- 
ment in the economic status of the veteran-trainee as his program progresses. 
I therefore recommend that H. R. 368 and H. R. 369, which propose to repeal 
these reduction formulas, be not favorably considered by your committee. 

The other bills, i. e., H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006 would leave the 
automatic reduction principle intact, but would modify the formula applicable 
to on-farm training so as to suspend all reductions during the initial 12 months 
of training. The effect of the enactment of any one of these bills would be to 
permit payment of the education and training allowance at the maximum ap- 
plicable rate during the first 12 months of training, with subsequent payments 
reduced but always somewhat higher in amount than would be payable under 
existing law during the same stage of training. The following tabular comparison, 
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using as an example the case of a veteran with 2 dependents pursuing a 36 months’ 
program, will serve to illustrate the differences between the present and proposed 
reduction formulas: 

[Per month] 
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85 101 || 


Public Law = Public Law - Ba 
Months in training 550, 82d H.R’ 4006. Months in training 550, 82d H. R. 4008. 
Cong. ae ’ Cong. aia ’ 
84th Cong. | 84th Cong. 
Oe ae eee | $130 $130 || 21 to 24....--------.- 74 87 
5to8 ae 118 sit la Greneee 63 7 
9 to 12__- cul 107 0 ae WOE ig cece 52 58 
13 to 16_- ‘ 96 BEP- A) Be OP Bin ncctcnackmens 41 44 
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Note.—For simplicity in presentation, only the dollar amounts are shown. 


It is evident that the new formula proposed by these measures is similar in 
principle to that of existing law but appears to be based upon an underlying 
assumption that a farm trainee will generally be unable to realize income from 
the operation of the farm during the first 12 months and hence no reductions in 
the education and training allowance paid to him by the Government should be 
made during this period. It is necessary, therefore, to consider the validity of 
such assumption. 

The Veterans’ Administration during the last 2 years has reviewed the general 
question of the income which might be anticipated by institutional on-farm 
trainees during their first year of farming operation. This matter has also been 
a matter of special interest to the Administrator’s Advisory Committee estab- 
lished under section 262 of Public Law 550. 

Farming operations do not present a uniform pattern with respect to the 
timing of ‘‘money crops.” At one extreme there is a situation represented by 
certain types of farming (such as cotton) where the realization of all farm income 
is anticipated at the end of an annual cycle, while at the other extreme certain 
types of farming (such as dairying and poultry raising) may be expected to afford 
a more or less constant income throughout the year. Between these extremes 
there is the diversified type of farming in which income is obtained at different 
times (usually in 3 or 4 different months) throughout the year. The program 
which is developed individually for each trainee encourages diversification and, 
whenever feasible for the particular farm (as indicated by the farm management 
principles involving the most advantageous use of the existing land, labor, and 
capital), endeavors to include different crop and livestock enterprises which 
provide an income at different times of the year. Overall, however, it appears 
that, absent substantial income from enterprises such as dairying or poultry 
raising, the institutional on-farm trainees cannot anticipate cash income from 
their farms until the end of a crop or marketing cycle, which in many instances 
is near the end of their first year of training. Moreover, even where such enter- 
prises as dairying and poultry raising constitute a major source of income, the 
veteran-trainee, in most instances, realizes very little increase in income as the 
result of training until the end of the first year. 

From the foregoing, it would appear that the institutional on-farm trainee is 
situated unfavorably in comparison with the apprentice or other classes of on- 
job trainee who receive their income regularly in the form of wages and normally 
can look forward to inereases during the initial year of training. Therefore, 
some adjustment of the reduction formula for institutional on-farm trainees may 
be warranted. 

The specific amendments proposed by H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006 
seem reasonable and to be designed to retain the desirable features of the original 
formula (i. e., of stimulating the incentive of the trainee for progressive self- 
improvement during the period of training, to the end that he will have become 
sufficiently self-sustaining by the completion of his training program so as to 
continue with his farming operations). By suspending reductions during the 
first year of training the proposed formula would still preserve the basic objective 
of the present system and would provide full assistance during the period when 
the potentialities of the farm are being developed. Thereafter, the governmental 
assistance would be progressively reduced since it ean be anticipated that in- 
creased income from the farming enterprises during the subsequent years of 
training will more nearly offset the periodic reductions in the education and 
training allowance than is the case initially. No retroactive payments would 
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be authorized but the education and training allowances of persons in training 
would be adjusted from the first day of the second calendar month following 
enactment to conform to the liberalized formula. 

Considering all the factors, I recommend the favorable consideration of legisla- 
tion along the lines of these last mentioned bills by vour committee. 

H. R. 368 is identical with H. R. 3167 and H. R. 9464, 83d Congress. The 
Veterans’ Administration submitted a report to your committee on the first 
mentioned bill under date of June 8, 1953 (Committee Print No. 89). H. R. 
369 is identical with H. R. 7180, H. R. 8249, and H. R. 8916, all 83d Congress. 
The Veterans’ Administration submitted a combined report to your committee 
on H. R. 7180 and H. R. 8249 under date of May 7, 1954 (Committee Print 
No. 250). H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006 are similar to H. R. 2978, 
83d Congress. The Veterans’ Administration submitted a report to your com- 
mittee on that bill under date of June 2, 1953 (Committee Print No. 84). 

The increase in direct benefit costs which would be attributable to the enact- 
ment of the subject bills based upon the continuation of current trends are esti- 
mated to be as follows: 





Fiscal year H. R. 589, H. R. 





H. R. 368 | H. R. 369 3138, H. R. 4006 
Pee ctadslcsiarter cies Pee eee ee ges ee $15, 000, 000 $23, 000, 000 $3, 500, 000 
I ela eprint cinkocte nde a le ata aa sli 17, 000, 000 25, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 
ah ch toch et cok otis inal a tel linn eu a mts Ree ea rah ainibiesi 7 17, 000, 000 23, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 
aie ie a 15, 000, 000 19, 000, 000 | 3, 500, 000 
ies ota aw a edb acta nilosdbasnetukewe Lodhi cpwomqt 12, 000, 000 15, 000, 000 | 3, 000, 000 


All of these amounts would be followed by progressively lesser amounts of 
increased cost for each successive fiscal year to the end of the program (January 
31, 1965). Upon an individual basis, it is estimated that repeal of the reduction 
formulas as proposed by H. R. 369 would result in additional cost for direct 
benefits for an on-job training course of 24 months’ duration of $270 and for an 
institutional on-farm course of 36 months’ duration of $1,300. The foregoing 
cost estimate relating to the bills (H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006) to 
suspend the reduction formula applicable to on-farm trainees is based upon the 
assumption that the increased cost to the Government for individual institutional 
on-farm training programs of 36 months’ duration would be $324. 

To recapitulate, I cannot favor bills to repeal the automatic reduction require- 
ments applicable to on-job and on-farm training such as proposed by H. R. 368 
and H. R. 369. However, for the reasons stated, I reeommend favorable con- 
sideration by your committee of the principle of a temporary suspension of the 
reductions in the case of on-farm trainees, as is proposed by H. R. 589, H. R. 
3138, and H. R. 4006. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to the committee and that the Bureau concurs in the 
adverse recommendations on H. R. 368 and H. R. 369. 

The Bureau’s advice as to the bills to suspend the reduction formula follows: 

‘With respect to H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006, although the Bureau 
realizes that the reduction formula of Public Law 550 meets the financial aid 
requirements of some farm trainees better than others, it is our judgment that the 
law contemplated relative equalization of allowances rather than absolute or 
guaranteed returns. Increasing allowances as proposed would merely create other 
inequities among farm trainees on various types of farms. There appears to be 
no doubt that the Congress was aware of the various considerations affecting a 
decision on this point when Public Law 550 was originally enacted in 1952. Simi- 
lar bills to those presently proposed were considered by committees in both 
Houses during the 83d Congress. The Veterans’ Administration submitted 
reports to these committees in which these same problems were reviewed. 

‘The existing reduction formula has been in existence without change for 24 
years. Modification at the present time might create at least as many inequities 
as it would correct. Furthermore, an increase in subsistence rates to institutional 
on-farm trainees would undoubtedly generate pressure for increases in on-job 
rates and perhaps institutional rates as well. 

“In view of these considerations, the Bureau of the Budget believes that the 
enactment of H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006 would represent an undesirable 
departure from established policy.” 

Sincerely yours, 


H. V. Hicuey, Administrator. 
62032—55——__2 
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ADDENDUM TO THE REPORT OF THE VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION WITH RESPECT 
To H. R. 368, 847TH CoNnGREss, AND OTHER BiLus To REPEAL, OR MopiIry, THE 
AvuTomatic RepuctTion ForMvutLaAs OF TITLE II oF THE VETERANS’ READJUST- 
MENT ASSISTANCE Act oF 1952 


Subsection 232 (c) of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 would 
be amended by H. R. 369, 84th Congress, to read as follows: 

“(e). The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing 
apprentice or other training on the job shall be computed at the rate of (1) $70 
per month, if he has no dependent, or (2) $85 per month, if he has one dependent, 
or (3) $105 per month, if he has more than one dependent; [except that his educa- 
tion and training allowance shall be reduced at the end of each four-month period 
as his program progresses by an amount which bears the same ratio to the basic 
education and training allowance as four months bears to the total duration of his 
apprentice or other training on the job;] but in no case shall the Administrator 
pay an education and training allowance under this subsection in an amount 
which, when added to the compensation to be paid to the veteran, in accordance 
with his approved training program, for productive labor performed as a part of 
his course, would exceed the rate of $310 per month. [For the purpose of com- 
puting allowances under this subsection, the duration of the training of an eligible 
veteran shall be the period specified in the approved application as the period 
during which he may receive an education and training allowance for such training, 
plus such additional period, if any, as is necessary to make the number of months 
of such training a multiple of four.]”’ 

Subsection 232 (d) of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act would be 
amended by H. R. 368 and H. R. 369, both 84th Congress, to read as follows: 

‘“(d). The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing 
institutional on-farm training shall be computed at the rate of (1) $95 per month, 
if he has no dependent, or (2) $110 per month, if he has one dependent, or (3) 
$130 per month, if he has more than one dependent[[; except that his education 
and training allowance shall be reduced at the end of each four-month period as 
his program progresses by an amount which hears the same ratio to $65 per 
month, if the veteran has no dependent, or $80 per month, if he has one depend- 
ent, or $100 per month, if he has more than one dependent, as four months bears 
to the total duration of such veteran’s institutional on-farm training. For the 
purpose of computing allowances under this subsection, the duration of the 
training of an eligible veteran shall be the period specified in the approved appli- 
cation as the period during which he may receive an education and training 
allowance for such training, plus such additional period, if any, as is necessary to 
make the number of such months of such training a multiple of fourJ.”’ 

Subsection 232 (d) of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act would be 
amended by H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006, 84th Congress, to read as 
follows: 

“(d) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing insti- 
tutional on-farm training shall be computed at the rate of (1) $95 per month, if 
he has no dependent, or (2) $110 per month, if he has one dependent, or (3) $130 
per month, if he has more than one dependent; except that his education and 
training allowance shall be reduced at the end of the third, and each subsequent, 
four-month period as his program progresses by an amount which bears the same 
ratio to $65 per month, if the veteran has no dependent, or $80 per month, if he 
has one dependent, or $100 per month, if he has more than one dependent, as four 
months bears to the total duration of such veteran’s institutional on-farm train- 
ing reduced by eight months. For the purpose of computing allowances under this 
subsection, the duration of the training of an eligible veteran shall be the period 
specified in the approved application as the period during which he may receive 
an education and training allowance for such training, plus such additional period, 
if any, as is necessary to make the number of such months of such training a 
multiple of four.” 

(Norre.—In the foregoing texts, all italics have been supplied and indicate new 
language which has been added to existing law by the enactment of the specified 
bills. Material which would be deleted by enactment of the bills is enclosed in 
brackets.) 
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{H. R. 368, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to eliminate the requirements that 
education and training allowances payable to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training under 
that Act be periodicilly reduced 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 232 (d) of the Veterans’ Readjust- 
ment Assistance Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 669; 38 U. 8S. C. 942) is hereby amended 
by changing the semicolon in the first sentence thereof to a period, and deleting 
all succeeding language of the subsection, beginning with the word “except”’. 


[H. R. 369, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To remove the requirement of automatic periodic reduction of the education and training 
allowances of veterans pursuing on-the-job training or institutional on-farm training under the Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That subsections (c) and (d) of section 232 of 
the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 are amended to read as 
follows: 

““(c) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing 
apprentice or other training on the job shall be computed at the rate of (1) $70 
per month, if he has no dependent, or (2) $85 per month, if he has one 
dependent, or (3) $105 per month, if he has more than one dependent; but in 
no case shall the Administrator pay an education and training allowance under 
this subsection in an amount which, when added to the compensation to be 
paid to the veteran, in accordance with his approved training program, for pro- 
ductive labor performed as a part of this course, would exceed the rate of $310 
per month. 

‘““(d) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing 
institutional on-farm training shall be computed at the rate of (1) $95 per month, 
if he has no dependent; or (2) $110 per month, if he has one dependent; or (3) 
$130 per month, if he has more than one dependent.”’ 

Sec. 2. This Act shall become effective on the first day of the first month 
which begins more than ten days after the date of its enactment. The education 
and training allowance of any veteran which, prior to the effective date of this 
Act, was reduced under subsection (c) or (d) of the Veterans’ Readjustment 
Assistance Act of 1952 shall be restored to the amount authorized under such 
subsections as amended by this Act, but no such veteran shall be entitled to any 
additional educational and training allowance for any period prior to the effective 
date of this Act. 





[H. R. 589, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that education and 
training allowances paid to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training shal] not be reduced for 
twelve months after they have begun their training 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of subsection (d) of sec- 
tion 232 of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 (38 U.S. C., see. 
942) is hereby amended to read as follows: ‘‘The education and training allow- 
ance of an eligible veteran pursuing institutional on-farm training shall be com- 
puted at the rate of (1) $95 per month, if he has no dependent, or (2) $110 per 
month, if he has one dependent, or (3) $130 per month, if he has more than one 
dependent; except that his education and training allowance shall be reduced 
at the end of the third, and each subsequent, four-month period as his program 
progresses by an amount which bears the same ratio to $65 per month, if the 
veteran has no dependent, or $80 per month, if he has one dependent, or $100 
per month, if he has more than one dependent, as four months bears to the total 
duration of such veteran’s institutional on-farm training reduced by eight months.”’ 

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall take effect as of the first day 
of the second calendar month which begins after the date of its enactment, but 
for the purposes of computing education and training allowances to be paid after 
such first day, such amendment shall be deemed to have been in effect since 
July 16, 1952. 
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[H. R. 3138, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that education and train- 
ing allowances paid to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training shall not be reduced for twelve 
months after they have begun their training. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of subsection (d) of section 
232 of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 (38 U.S. C., sec. 942) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: ‘‘The education and training allowance of 
an eligible veteran pursuing institutional on-farm training shall be computed at 
the rate of (1) $95 per month, if he has no dependent, or (2) $110 per month, if 
he has one dependent, or (3) $130 per month, if he has more than one dependent; 
except that his education and training allowance shall be reduced at the end of the 
third, and each subsequent, four-month period as his program progresses by an 
amount which bears the same ratio to $65 per month, if the veteran has no de- 
pendent, or $80 per month, if he has one dependent, or $100 per month, if he has 
more than one dependent, as four months bears to the total duration of such vet- 
eran’s institutional on-farm training reduced by eight months.”’ 

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall take effect as of the first day of 
the second calendar month which begins after the date of its enactment, but for 
the purposes of computing education and training allowances to be paid after 
such first day, such amendment shall be deemed to have been in effect since July16, 
1952. 


[H. R. 4006, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that education and train- 
ing allowances paid to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training shall not be reduced for twelve 
months after they have begun their training 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of subsection (d) of section 
232 of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 (88 U.S. C., see. 942) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: ‘‘The education and training allowance of 
an eligible veteran pursuing institutional on-farm training shall be computed at 
the rate of (1) $95 per month, if he has no dependent, or (2) $110 per month, if he 
has one dependent, or (3) $130 per month, if he has more than one dependent; 
except that his education and training allowance shall be reduced at the end of the 
third, and each subsequent, four-month period as his program progresses by an 
amount which bears the same ratio to $65 per month, if the veteran has no de- 
pendent, or $80 per month, if he has one dependent, or $100 per month, if he has 
more than one dependent, as four months bears to the total duration of such vet- 
eran’s institutional on-farm training reduced by eight months.”’ 

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall take effect as of the first day of 
the second calendar month which begins after the date of its enactment, but for 
the purposes of computing education and training allowances to be paid after such 
first day, such amendment shall be deemed to have been in effect since July 16, 
1952. 





[H. R. 5474, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that education and 
training allowances paid to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training shall not be reduced for 
twelve months after they have begun their training 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of subsection (d) of section 
232 of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 (38 U.S. C., see. 942) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: ‘‘The education and training allowance 
of an eligible veteran pursuing institutional on-farm training shall be computed at 
the rate of (1) $95 per month, if he has no dependent, or (2) $110 per month, if 
he has one dependent, or (3) $130 per month, if he has more than one dependent; 
except that his education and training allowance shall be reduced at the end of the 
third, and each subsequent, four-month period as his program progresses by an 
amount which bears the same ratio to $65 per month, if the veteran has no de- 
pendent, or $80 per month, if he has one dependent, or $100 per month, if he has 
more than one dependent as four months bears to the total duration of such vet- 
eran’s institutional on-farm training reduced by eight months.” 
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Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall take effect as of the first day 
of the second calendar month which begins after the date of its enactment, but 
for the purposes of computing education and training allowances to be paid after 
such first day, such amendment shall be deemed to have been in effect since 
July 16, 1952. 





[H. R. 5743, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that education and 
training allowances paid to veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training shall not be reduced for 
twelve months after they have begun their training 





Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of subsection (d) of sec- 
tion 232 of the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 (38 U. 8. C., see. 
942) is hereby amended to read as follows: ‘‘The education and training allow- 
ance of an eligible veteran pursuing institutional on-farm training shall be 
computed at the rate of (1) $95 per month, if he has no dependent, or (2) $110 
per month, if he has one dependent, or (3) $130 per month, if he has more than 
one dependent; except that his education and training allowance shall be reduced 
at the end of the third, and each subsequent, four-month period as his program 
progresses by an amount which bears the same ratio to $65 per month, if the 
veteran has no dependent, or $80 per month, if he has one dependent, or $100 
per month, if he has more than one dependent, as four months bears to the total 
duration of such veteran’s institutional on-farm training reduced by eight months.”’ 

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall take effect as of the first day 
of the second calendar month which begins after the date of its enactment, but 
for the purposes of computing education and training allowances to be paid after 
such first day, such amendment shall be deemed to have been in effect since 
July 16, 1952. 

Mrs. Ker. We will call as our first witness Mr. Victor H. Wohlford. 
chairman of the national committee on agriculture of the National 
Association of State Approval Agencies. 

We are pleased to have you with us this morning, Mr. Wohlford, 
and we will be interested in your statement to this committee. 


STATEMENT OF VICTOR H. WOHLFORD, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
STATE APPROVAL AGENCIES 


Mr. WouLForD. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, 
my name is Victor Wohlford, and I am with the State department of 
education, vocational education, Little Rock, Ark. 

My duties in Arkansas consist of being a State supervisor of insti- 
tutional on-farm training. 

Today, I also represent and speak for the National Association of 
State Approv al Agencies. 

In Arkansas, the State department of education is a member of the 
National Association of State Approval Agencies, and has worked 
with the various phases of veterans’ education for a number of years. 
The State department of education in Arkansas administers the pro- 
grams of vocational agriculture, home economics, trades and industry, 
all of those bills and all of those programs which come under the Smith, 
Hughes, George, Dean, and Barden laws. 

For your information, the State approval agencies are in all of the 
States of the United States, and in Oklahoma they work under the 
State department of education, and in West Virginia also under the 
State department of education, in the administration of the vocational 
education programs for veterans. 
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I also speak for the American Vocational Association, which is an 
organization of some 30,000 professional educators in the field of 
vocational education. 

I appreciate very much the opportunity of being here today and 
having a part in bringing a few facts and figures and statements 
regarding the problem which does exist in connection with institutional 
on-farm training under Public Law 550. 

In presenting this statement, I would like to proceed by saying 
that since the passage and enactment of Public Law 550 by the 82d 
Congress, cited as the ‘Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 
1952,” educators throughout the Nation have noted that eligible 
veterans desiring institutional on-farm training have, in numerous 
cases, enrolled and after a period of from 8 to 16 ‘months made request 
for their training to be interrupted prior to expiration of entitlement 
and prior to ¢ ompleting the course of training in agriculture formulated 
and developed for them. The completion. of the training program 
would have resulted in establishment in farming. Several ‘thousands 
of other eligible veterans, after having the provisions of Public Law 
550 explained to them, decide not to enroll in IOF training, even 
though their desire and ambition was to become established in farm- 
ing. They then enroll in some other type of training as their second 
choice. 

Personnel in State department of education throughout the Nation 
and educators on the local level in high schools, interested in veterans 
education in the field of agriculture, have become concerned because 
of the experiences encountered in counseling with veterans in that so 
few were availing themselves of the educational opportunity provided 
by the national Congress and that such a large number of veterans 
receiving training in agriculture were requesting their training inter- 
rupted before completing the course. 

These facts were presented and discussed at area, regional, and 
national meetings of the National Association of State Approval 
Agencies. Committees were appointed to further consider the facts 
and problems. After due consideration, the membership of the 
association came to the conclusion that the problem stemmed from 
the provisions of paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550; the 
provisions of the law which calls for an automatic reduction in educa- 
tion and training allowance of veterans pursuing institutional on-farm 
training at the end of each 4-month period of training. 

Continued study was made, the problem was still further discussed 
within the States throughout the Nation with former IOF trainees 
who had interrupted their training prior to completion of entitlement, 
trainees who were currently enrolled, with prospective trainees, and 
with veterans who had at one time evidenced a desire to enroll for 
the purpose of becoming established in farming, but had changed 
their minds and had enrolled in some other type of training. 

After all facts were gathered and presented at the Seventh Annual 
Conference of the NASAA in Wheeling, W. Va., in May 1954, the 
membership of the association directed the chairman of the National 
Committee on Agriculture to conduct a national survey study of the 
situation to determine if the facts previously presented by the several 
States continued to exist and from results of the survey to determine 
if there was a possibility of pinpointing the causes of unfavorable 
experiences in connection with IOF training under Public Law 550. 
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The survey study was completed and from the facts and figures, 
after being carefully analyzed and interpreted, the National Associa- 
tion of State Approval Agencies has come to the conclusion that the 
automatic reduction of education and training allowance each 4-month 
period as provided for in paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550 
is the major contributing cause of the nationwide problem. 

Therefore, this statement of facts has been prepared for the purpose 
offacquainting Members of Congress with the need for consideration 
and action in possible amendments or changes to paragraph (d), 
section 232 of Public Law 550 enacted by the 82d Congress as it 
applies to institutional onfarm training. From an educational and 
administrative standpoint we believe Public Law 550 as applies to 
the IOFT program is sound and workable with the exception of 
paragraph (d), section 232. It is not the thinking of the association, 
that to correct the problem, it will be necessary to eliminate the 4- 
month reduction provision in its entirety, but in keeping with agri- 
cultural practices and the business of farming the automatic 4-month 
reduction of education and training allowance provision should not 
take effect until after the trainee has had a full 12 months of training 
and has completed 1 crop or animal cycle of production and has placed 
on the market for sale his crop and/or animal products. Therefore, 
the 4-month reduction should not be placed into effect until the 
beginning of the trainee’s 16th month of training. 

So as to have a clearer comparison of the law under which veterans 
of World War II received IOF training, with veterans receiving train- 
ing under Public Law 550 it would be well to briefly review the matter 
of subsistence allowances provided by Public Law 346, 78th Congress, 
Servicemen’s Roattustasent Act of 1944 (as amended by Public 
Law 377, 80th Cong.), more commonly known as the GI bill of rights. 

Under the provisions of Public Law 346 and 377 IOF trainees 
received maximum monthly subsistence payments as follows: Without 
dependents, $67.50; married, $93.75; and with one or more children, 
$97.50 per month. These monthly payments were made without 
automatic periodic reductions for the legal period entitlement, pro- 
vided that the compensation received from productive labor plus 
subsistence allowance did not exceed $210 a month for a veteran 
without dependents, $270 a month for a married veteran, and $290 a 
month for a veteran with one or more children. 

Under provisions of Public Law 346 and 377 the trainees did not 
have to pay monthly tuition, did not have to pay for instructional 
supplies or for any operational or administrative costs necessitated 
by bis training. All costs involved in the educational phase of the 
training program were paid by the Federal Government to the State 
institutions offering IOF training throughout the Nation with whom 
the Veterans’ Administration had executed contracts. By this plan 
the veterans received each month a sum of money which they could 
use in assisting themselves in financing some of the beginning necessary 
operational costs of the farming business, for the purchase of added 
pieces of farm machinery and for living expenses throughout the first 
crop year until the crop had been harvested and placed on the market 
for sale receiving therefrom financial gain or until livestock reached 
that age where it became productive and provided marketable live- 
stock products. In other words, the veterans received full subsis- 
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tence payments without automatic periodic reductions until they had 
gone through or experienced one full crop or animal cycle of production. 

In comparison, under Public Law 550, the IOF trainee receives 
$95 per month, if he has no dependent; $110 per month if he has 1 
dependent; or $130 per month if he has more than 1 dependent. 
However, to the education and training allowance figure cited above 
is applied an automatic reduction at the end of each 4-month period 
after enrollment as his program progresses. Furthermore, the 
trainee, from this reduced monthly allowance must pay tuition, 
must pay for instructional supplies which he uses in his training 
program, must pay for textbooks, must pay for the operational 
costs of the program which includes salaries of instructors, travel of 
instructors, and administrative costs involved in the administration 
and operation of the program. In addition to these costs the trainee 
must bear the cost and expense of his personal travel to and from his 
farm and the school at which he receives organized group (classroom) 
instruction. 

It is understood that when Public Law 550 was being drafted, 
thought was given as to the amount of money which should be added 
to the pure subsistence figure (the difference between his educational 
and training allowance and the $30 earmarked by the law for tuition) 
with which the trainee would pay costs of this training program, such 
as tuition, instructional supplies, textbooks, operational costs, salaries 
of instructors, travel of instructors, personal travel costs to and from 
school, et cetera. 

In arriving at what was thought to be a fair figure at that time, 
the committee drafting Public Law 550 used as a guide for their action 
the cost experiences of States which had operated IOFT programs 
under Public Law 346, 377, and 16 over the past years. The final 
decision was to add $30 per month to the pure subsistence figure. 
The $30 consists of $25 for payment of tuition and $5 for instructional 
supplies, textbooks, et cetera. When the $30 is added to the pure 
subsistence figures of $65, $80, and $100 the monthly education and 
training allowance results in veterans receiving $95, $110, and $130, 
gov erned by the number of dependents. It “must. be remembered, 
however, that the monthly allowances are automatically reduced at the 
end of each 4-month period of training. 

Take for example a married veteran, eligible for 20 months of IOF 
training. He enrolls and for the first 4 months will receive $110 per 
month. Thirty dollars of which was thought to be sufficient for 
payment of tuition, instructional supply costs, textbooks, salary of 
instructor, travel of instructor and other operational and administra- 
tive costs as well as to pay personal expenses for travel to and from 
school. 

It has been determined that the $30 specified by the committee, 
when drafting Public Law 550 did not, does not, and will not meet the 
necessary expenses for costs involved in education of the veteran. 
After payment of tuition, and so forth, the veteran will have less than 
$80 per month to be used in financing of his living costs and to assist 
with the farming operations for the first 4 months. Beginning with 
the fifth month of training the education and training allowance re- 
ceived will be only $94, a reduction of $16 per month. Out of the $94, 
the veteran must pay tuition and other educational costs which will 
run considerably over the $30 which was thought to be sufficient, at 
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time of drafting the law. This will leave less than $64 per month to 
continue to finance his farming operations and to live from for the 
second 4 months. Beginning with his ninth month of training the 
education and training allowance will be only $78, an added reduction 
of $16 per month. Out of the $78 the veteran must pay tuition, and 
other educational costs, involving considerably over the $30 which was 
thought to be sufficient at time of drafting the law. This will leave 
less than $48 per month to continue financi ing his farming operations 
and to pay living costs for the third 4 months. 

The important factor here is that the veteran has not as yet had 
opportunity to place on the market crop products and/or animals or 
livestock products. Therefore, has not enjoyed any farm income be- 
cause up to this time the trainee has not gone through a crop or animal 
cycle of production. He has been placed in the position of making 
expenditures to carry on his farming operations and productive enter- 
prises with little financial assistance. His costs of participating in the 
educational program have increased month by month while his educa- 
tion and training allowance has automatically decreased. 

Following this same veteran through to the end of his entitlement, 
we find that the last 4 months of training he will receive an education 
and training allowance of only $46 per month. Out of this he must 
pay his tuition, textbooks, instructional supplies, et cetera, which 
will exceed the $30 set by the committee drafting Public Law 550. 
This will leave the veteran less than $16 per month to use in helping 
finance his farming operations and to pay weekly travel costs to and 
from school. 

Such a situation as outlined above can readily be seen as one which 
is not in keeping with sound farming and educational financing. 
The periodic automatic reduction clause. of the law tends to prohibit 
prospective IOF trainees from enrolling, nor is the situation conducive 
to trainees remaining on the program. It is understood the law was 
intended to provide an educational and productive opportunity and 
to render reasonable financial assistance leading to establishment in 
farming after the veteran had learned and applied his training. Fur- 
ther facts will be presented later regarding this matter. 

The national survey study conducted revealed certain facts indi- 
cating the need for consideration and action relative to paragraph 
(d), section 232 of Public Law 550 (automatic 4-month reduction in 
education and training allowance). 

Thirty-four of the forty-eight States responded to the national 
survey. This group of States comprise those which carried the 
major load of IOF trainees under Public Laws 346 and 377 and con- 
tinue to be the group of States who have enrolled veterans in [OFT 
under Public Law 550 and who will or should experience heavy 
enrollments of IOF trainees under Public Law 550. In an attempt 
to determine the cause of our problem of low enrollments in farm 
training under Public Law 550 and to arrive at a sound solution the 
comparison between percentage of veterans discharged from World 
War II, eligible for training under Public Laws 346 and 377 and who 
enrolled in IOFT, the percentage of discharged Korean veterans 
eligible for training under Public Law 550 was made. ‘The survey 
revealed that 7.3 percent of the veterans discharged from World 
War II enrolled in IOF training. By States, percentages ranged from 
seven-tenths of 1 percent to 24.8 percent. The median percentage 
62032—55——8 
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being 8.3. In comparison only 1.4 percent of Korean veterans dis- 
charged have enrolled in IOF training as of January 15, 1955. By 
States, percentages ranged from 0.01 to 9 percent. The median 
percentage being 1.2. These percentage figures alone indicate that 
there is something wrong somewhere. This wide difference in per- 
centage of enrollments, 7.3 percent under Public Laws 346 and 377 
compared to 1.4 percent under Public Law 550, is indicative of 
hesitancy on the part of eligible Public Law 550 veterans to take 
advantage of LOFT courses. 

In analyzing the problem further the survey shows that only 2.6 
percent of Public Law 550 trainees continued their training until 
expiration of eligibility while 19 percent of Public Law 550 IOF 
trainees reque sted that their training be interrupted before expiration 
of eligibility. This high percentage of dropouts, 19 percent, according 
to the survey, is a result of the provisions of paragraph (d), section 232 
(automatic 4-month reduction in education and training allowance). 

Educators are of the opinion that unless a veteran remains on the 
program for the full length of his eligibility the Federal Government 
does not receive full dollar value for moneys expended, from an educa- 
tional point of view, toward the stabilization and establishment of 
trainees on the farm. This is true in that courses of study are set up, 
based upon needs of the trainee, for 3 or 4 years. Therefore, if a vet- 
eran, eligible for 30 to 36 months of training remains in the program 
for only 12 to 16 months, due to the periodic reduction in his educa- 
tional and training allowance, his training program is not completed 
and he still has not received the full benefit of the course of study pre- 
scribed and adopted to meet his individual needs leading toward 
establishment in farming. 

In light of these circumstances educators are concerned. The 
situation which exists is somewhat like a man deciding to build a 
house. He expends money, time, and effort in laying the foundation, 
completing the framework, and then he stops his work at that point. 
The house, so far constructed, has no value as a completed home, and, 
therefore, the money expended to this point in the construction phase 
of his building program has not resulted in a finished product. Educa- 
tionalwise, so it is true with veterans who pursue only a part of the 
IOF training program. The trainee, due to paragraph (d), section 
232 of Public Law 550, in most cases has his training interrupted 
before completion because the education and training allowance is not 
sufficient for him to pay tuition costs plus other educational costs 
involved plus financing his farming operations before he has had 
opportunity to place on the market farm producis resulting from one 
full crop or animal cycle of production. From an educational point 
of view the last year (third year) is the most effective training year 
because during the early months and years the framework is being 
erected on which to add the final and essential educational touches 
resulting in successful operation and establishment in farming. 

The operational costs of Public Law 550 far exceed the cost experi- 
ence in the operation of Public Laws 346 and 377. These, per trainee 
costs, include salaries of instructors, travel of instructors, instruc- 
tional supplies, expenditures, et cetera. This is true because of the 
limited enrollments of Public Law 550 trainees compared to the 
large enrollments under Public Laws 346 and 377. Educational costs 
under the World War II program were low (per trainee) because of 
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the thousands of trainees on the program and numerous centers in 
which classes were conducted. Therefore, when Public Law 550 was 
considered and drafted, using the cost experience of Public Laws 346 
and 377 as a guide, in arriving at the figure of $30 per month ($25 for 
tuition and $5 for instructional supplies, textbooks, et cetera), with 
which Public Law 550 trainees would pay tuition, it is clearly seen 
that such a determination was not in keeping with the actual situation 
nor in keeping with the facts. Evidently persons concerned over- 
looked the fact that in a declining program educational costs, per 
trainee, would increase, and therefore cost experience of Public Laws 
346 and 377 should not be used as a ceiling in establishing a fair and 
reasonable tuition figure to be provided Public Law 550 trainees, 
from which trainees would pay all educational costs necessary for 
their educational program. High tuition costs have been responsible 
for a sizable number of veterans, throughout the Nation, to make 
request for their LOF training to be interrupted before completing 
periods of entitlement. 

Monthly tuition rates (per Public Law 550 trainee) range from $29 
per month to as high as $45 per month. The reasons for the monthly 
educational costs (tuition) being considerably higher than the cost 
experience in operating IOF training under Public Laws 346 and 377 
back at the time when Public Law 550 was drafted and when it 
was decided that $30 per month was sufficient to meet the needs 
of Public Law 550 training are declining Public Laws 346 and 377 
enrollments; consolidation of schools and classes, due to declining 
enrollments, thereby increasing the travel costs of instructors in 
carrying out the educational re sponsibility of providing not less than 
100 hours of individual instruction per year on the farm of each LOF 
trainee as prescribed by law; increased market costs of textbooks 
needed by the trainee in his educational program; increased costs 
involved in maintaining shop and laboratory equipment used by the 
trainee, et cetera. These increased costs are a result of increased 
market price levels experienced throughout the Nation in the business 
world. 

Therefore, it can be readily understood why the Public Law 550 IOF 
trainee is unable to pay the monthly tuition from the $30 provided 
under the law without using part of his ‘‘pure subsistence’’ (the 
difference between his educational and training allowance and the $30 
earmarked by the law for tuition). It is understood the intent of the 
law is to provide the trainee with sufficient monthly allowance to pay 
required tuition costs and to provide him with funds to live on and 
assist in defraying some of the productive costs of farming, such as 
seed, feed, fertilizer, payment of interest on short time productive 
credit, et cetera. The operational costs of farming over the past 3 
to 5 years have increased materially, thereby calling for greater 
expenditures in starting the business of farming as well as completing 
a year’s work before realizing any monetary benefit from laboi 
performed. 

Furthermore, the Public Law 550 IOF trainee must expend a greater 
part of educational and training allowance each month in traveling 
from his farm to the school at which he receives his organized group 
instruction (classroom) than did the Public Law 346 and 377 trainee 
because schools and classes have been consolidated due to declining 
programs. This represents a considerable expense to the trainee. 
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The cost of living for the farm trainee and his family has increased as it 
has for all people in the United States. This, coupled with declining 
farm prices, has presented a difficult problem faced by the veterans. 

In light of these situations, two major factors must be kept in mind: 
(1) The education and training allowance of the IOF trainee is auto- 
matically reduced at the end of each 4-month period and (2) the IOF 
trainee, for the first 12 months of training, has not realized any finan- 
cial returns from his farming operations. Farmers do not expect to 
receive financial gain from their efforts before completing one annual 
crop or animal cycle of production although their farming expenses 
continue to exist and must be met during the period of production. 

From the application of paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 
550 as applies to farm training, the number of veterans desiring to 
avail themselves of this educational opportunity has been curtailed 
materially. If the provisions of the automatic 4-month reduction in 
education and training allowance would not have been applied, or 
even if such a reduction formula would have taken effect at the end 
of the trainee’s 16th month, thereby allowing completion of 1 full 
crop or animal cycle of production, over 45,000 additional veterans, 
according to facts gained from national survey conducted, would and 
could have enrolled under Public Law 550. 

Furthermore, eligible veterans desiring educational training in the 
LOF program, with a desire to become established in farming, have 
enrolled in other types of training which do not call for the automatic 
4-month reduction clause. There have been over 26,000 veterans who 
selected other types of training as their second choice due to reasons 
given above. 

Therefore, if paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550 would 
not have been applicable until after the farm trainee had completed 
one crop or animal cycle of production and would have been applied 
after trainees completed 16 months of training there would have been 
over 71,000 : additional IOF trainees enrolled. Seventy-one thousand 
young men who, due to provisions of the law, have not been able to 
select that type of training leading toward establishment in farming 
which was their desire and ambition, and toward their ultimate life 
objective for themselves and families. 

In summarizing the situation, faced by past, current, and potential 
veterans eligible for IOF training under provisions of Public Law 550 
as now written, and after careful study and consideration of the low 
IOFT enrollment experience of the several States, Such study and con- 
sideration being based upon facts, figures, and statements coming 
from the grassroots and only after the problem now faced by the 
veteran farm trainee has been adequately analyzed from all aspects, 
the following findings are presented: 

(1) Seven and three- tenths percent of veterans discharged from 
World War II enrolled in IOF training under Public Laws 346 and 
377 compared to only 1.4 percent of veterans discharged from the 
Korean war have enrolled in JOF training under provisions of Public 
we 550. 

) Only 2.6 percent of IOF trainees under Public Law 550 con- 
dana’ in training for the full length of their eligibility. 

(3) Nineteen percent of IOF ‘trainees enrolled under Public Law 
550, made request for their training to be interrupted prior to expira- 
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tion of eligibility. These dropouts taking place between the 12th 
and 16th month of training. 

(4) The Federal Government is not receiving full dollar value, 
educationwise, for dollars expended, due to trainees being unable 
to complete the LOFT course planned for them. 

(5) Living costs, costs involved in making preparation to farm, and 
productive costs have increased during the past few years. 

(6) Farm credit has become more and more difficult for farm trainees 
to secure. 

(7) Prices of farm and animal products, placed on the markets, 
have declined. 

(8) Operational costs of the educational program (LOFT) which 
must be borne by the Public Law 550 trainee have increased due to 
general increased costs throughout the Nation. These increased 
costs resulting from a declining [OFT program and increased costs 
of instructional supplies when purchased on the market, plus higher 
per student travel costs, involved in providing onfarm instruction by 
instructors. 

(9) A relative large initial capital outlay is required of veterans 
who enter IOF training. To meet these and other productive obliga- 
tions, veterans are in need of full education and training allowances 
for a period of at least 12 months. 

(10) A majority of farmers plan their farm programs upon the basis 
of annual crop and animal cycles. Therefore, few farm trainees 
receive any farm income during their initial 12-month period of 
training. 

(11) Over 45,000 additional Korean veterans would have enrolled 
in IOF training if full educational and training allowances would 
have been paid for at least the first 12 months of training. 

(12) Over 26,000 veterans selected other types of training as their 
second choice because of the provisions of paragraph (d), section 232 
of Public Law 550 (automatic 4-month reduction). Therefore, a total] 
of over 71,000 additional veterans would now be enrolled in the type 
of training (IOFT) of their desire and ambition had it not been for 
the provisions of paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550. 

(13) Of the number of trainees who dropped from program due to 
paragraph (d) section 232 at least three-fourths would have remained 
until the expiration of their entitlement if the automatic 4-month 
reduction of education and training allowances would not have gone 
into effect until after one crop or animal cycle of production was 
experienced. 

(14) In establishing the $30 figure in Public Law 550 ($25 for 
tuition and $5 for instructional supplies, textbooks, et cetera) which 
is a part of the monthly education and training allowance thought 
and consideration must not have been given to increased operational 
costs resulting from a declining program throughout the Nation as 
well as other increased costs which were not experienced by Public 
Laws 346 and 377 trainees, but which have been experienced by the 
Public Law 550 IOF trainee in his first year of farm operation in be- 
coming established in farming. 

(15) Monthly tuition rates per Public Law 550 IOF trainee range 
from $29 to $45. 

(16) Tangible educational benefits derived by the IOF trainee, 
increases in value _nis training program progresses. Therefore, for 
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the veteran as well as the Federal Government to receive full dollar 
value for dollars expended, it is educationally sound and necessary 
for the veteran to remain in training for the full length of course. 

(17) Therefore it is the consensus of opinion of veterans who have 
at one time been enrolled in IOF training under Public Law 550 of 
those presently enrolled, and of those desiring to be enrolled, as well 
as the opinion of educators throughout the Nation interested in and 
working with institutional onfarm training, that the automatic 4- 
month reduction of the education and training allowance provision set 
forth in paragraph (d), section 232 of Public Law 550 has been and 
continues to be responsible for low enrollments of eligible veterans in 
IOF training and has and continues to be responsible for the large 
percent of trainees dropping out of this educational program before 
the expiration of courses. 

The membership of the National Association of State Approval 
Agencies and the American Vocational Association, consisting of 
administrators and educators throughout the United States, who, 
throughout the years have been responsible for the education of 
veterans, is not—I repeat, is not—recommending or requesting an 
increase in the monthly education and training for IOF trainees. 

The National Association of SAA, after careful consideration, 
thought, and deliberation, believes that the periodic 4-month reduc- 
tion formula as applies to the IOF training program is unrealistic and 
not in keeping with general farming practices followed throughout the 
United States. 

The membership of the National Association of SAA continues to 
be interested in and devoted to the expenditure of time, energy, 
knowledge, and exercise of wisdom in the various veterans programs 
so as to insure sound, businesslike, educational programs. Training 
which will result in qualified veterans in their selected field of endeavor 
that they may take their place as productive citizens in helping to 
keep America strong and free. 

The National Association of SAA recognizes a need for a change to 
paragraph (d), section 232, of Public Law 550 as it pertains to the 
[OF trainee. We know that a modern farmer must be a combination 
of mechanic, financier, executive and laborer. He must understand 
fundamental economic principles and the wonders of soil chemistry. 
Hybrid vigor, antibiotics, hormones, fungicides, nematodes, and cost 
accounting are parts of his daily vocabulary. Today’s farmer has 
a sizable capital investment, thus he must understand the proper 
role of ae in the farm business. He needs an understanding of 
farm management and the various factors affecting costs and income. 
The well-trained mind has replaced the strong back as the first and 
most important essential in farming. The opportunities for the 
future in agriculture are unlimited if we banish the idea that anyone 
can farm, and recognize the need for increased emphasis on education 
and training. 

Therefore we are concerned about the situation being faced by the 
Public Law 550 veterans in regards to education under the law. We 
understand, as do thousands of other persons, that the educational 
processes take time and in the education of a young man intending 
to practice the business of farming for a livelihood the educational 
process will require at least 3 years sand at that point his agricultural 
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education has but begun. Well trained young men on the farm is 
one crop of which we need not fear a surplus. 

The National Association of State Approval Agencies requests and 
urges your consideration and action and that of the national C ongress, 
in amending or changing the provisions of paragraph (d), section 232, 
of Public Law 550 in regard to the automatic 4-month ‘reduction of 
education and training allowance of IOF training so as to permit an 
eligible veteran, who selects IOF training as his educational objective, 
to receive full education and training ‘allowance for at least 1 full 
12-month period which will be in keeping with normal and accepted 
practices. By so doing the trainee will be allowed to complete one 
full crop or animal cycle of production before any reductions are 
applied to his education and training allowance. 

Thank you. 

Mrs. Kez. Mr. Wohlford, thank you very much for that very fine 
and interesting statement. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. Well, I would simply like to commend Mr. Wohlford on 
his very excellent statement, which was very well presented. 

I assume in the beginning that I would have quite a number of 
questions, Madam Chairman, but the subject has been so adequately 
covered that there are not too many that occur. 

I would like to direct just 2 or 3 questions, Mr. Wohlford, which 
you may or may not be able to give information on at the present 
time. One of those is: Do you have any figures or any idea as to the 
number of boys who will be eligible to accept and might accept this 
training under the proposed legislation? 

Mr. WouLForp. You mean those coming out of the service or 
those already out? 

Mr. Sisk. Well, those already out; those that would be eligible 
under this on-farm training, as to these Korean veterans. I was 
curious to know whether or not you might have any information or 
any idea as to the number who possibly would accept, under legisla- 
tion such as you propose in your statement. 

Mr. Woutrorp. No, sir, Mr. Sisk. I do not have definite figures. 
I can speak for our State. We have studied it quite a bit. And if the 
automatic reduction did not take effect until after the 12 months, 
when he had completed a crop and animal cycle, we believe that our 
enrollment would be at least 50 percent greater than it is. 

Now, what the total picture would be throughout the Nation, | 
just could not tell you. I know from tabulating “the surve y that was 
made, as to 34 of the 48 States, it came up with the figure that I gave 
in the statement there, that right at that time, as of Janu: ary 15, the 
States could account for 71,000 that they were sure would have en- 
rolled and would not select another course as second choice, and those 
that would not have dropped out of training due to the increased cost 
plus the reduction. Now, just how big a figure would come on, | 
can’t tell you. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate the position you would be in. That would 
be predicting something that is a little hard to foresee. 

But that calls to mind one other question, Mr. Wohlford, that | 
would like to ask your opinion on, and that has to do with this high 
percentage of dropout under the present program. Under this pro- 
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posed legislation which we are considering, where there would be no 
reduction in the amount of their compensation for the first 12 months, 
do you feel that the dropouts would be—well, strike that. I know 
from your statement, here, that you feel it would be materially re- 
duced. 

But in view of the fact that the drop would begin at the 16th month, 
do you feel that there might still be a very high percentage of drop- 
outs, that there might be those, for example, aa would take advan- 
tage of a full year of training and then possibly still have a high 
percentage of dropouts? Have you considered that? 

Mr. Wou.rorp. Yes; that has been discussed at the meetings of 
the national association and all of the States numerous times. We 
tried to think and consider all angles and to be reasonable about our 
final decision. 

We realize we are dealing with human beings, and we are all ac- 
quainted with the business of farming. And we know that there 
would be some people that would change their minds after a number 
of months have gone by, and there would be some dropouts. But 
we are still of the opinion that if vocational agricultural educators 
can work with a man and have him be of the proper frame of mind, 
and being able to pay his tuition and his cost as he goes along, and 
allow him to follow through on the training and the programs pro- 
vided for him, and allow him to get a taste of 1 year of the results of 
his handiwork of producing crops and animals, and put them on the 
market and get some cash in, we feel that the battle is practically 
won, that he will stay with us. 

Mr. Stsx. You do not feel, then, that because of the additional in- 
centive of 12 months, of the full payment, it would lead to a number 
of men signing up just for that year, or, say, staying in the program for 
the full vear, and then dropping out? You do not think that would 
be the effect of this proposed legislation? 

Mr. Woutrorp. No, Mr. Sisk; I don’t. Because the way Public 
Law 550 is written and the way it is being administered, since the 
man pays his own tuition, and since tuition costs are as high as they 
are at the present time, and the man works in that program for 12 
months and is taught properly, and all, there is not much money for 
him to make. His money has to be plowed back into his business. 
And if he plows it back into his business, if he has that much interest, 
which the big percentage do, he will want to stay on there and get 
some more education. 

Mr. Sisk. Let me say, Mr. Wohlford, that I am inclined to agree 
completely with you, because, as you know, I am very much con- 
cerned with this problem. We, in California, feel that the type of 
legislation that we have under consideration at ‘the present time could 
be a great help, and, of course, due to my intense interest in agri- 
culture and my strong belief in farming as a way of life, and also a 
feeling that there is some tendency that we may lose that way of life, 
I am certainly interested in it. I appreciate your answers to the 
questions. 

And I believe that will be all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Ker. Mr. Adair? 

Mr. Aparr. Mr. Wohlford, I was called away and missed a part of 
your statement. I know that you dealt to an extent with the matter 
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of finances relative to this question. Did you give us an expected 
overall figure of increased cost, or do you have such a figure? 

Mr. Woutrorp. Tuition costs, you have reference to? 

Mr. Aparr. In the aggregate, yes. 

Mr. Woutrorp. Well, yes; I did state in there that acc ording to the 
survey of the 34 States that responded out of the 48, tuition was run- 
ning from $29 per month to $45 per month. 

Of course, in those States where the program, due to 50-50 veterans 
not being able to enroll, not enough to get them started, and all, that 
is where you find your high tuition cost. Now, on an average, I do 
not have that figure, but I would guess that tuition throughout the 
Nation for farm training would run around 35 to maybe 36 or 37 
dollars per trainee per month. 

Mr. Aparr. And you have not followed that up, then, further with 
an estimate as to the cost of carrying into effect this proposal? 

Mr. WoutForpD. You mean cost to the Federal Government? 

Mr. Aparr. Cost to the Federal Government. 

Mr. WoutForp. Well, if those figures that 1 mentioned are about 
right—really, the tuition is $25 now, and $5 for instructional supplies, 
textbooks, and things, making a total of $30 that is tacked on to the 
full subsistence money, and if it is upped $10, that would be a cost to 
the Federal Government per man per month of $260, something like 
that. 

Mr. Aparr. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Ker. Thank you, Mr. Wohlford. We were very happy to 
have you with us this morning. 

At this point in the record, I would like to insert a telegram from 
Mr. W. A. Schiffley, legislative director of the National Association 
of State Approval Agencies. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

Cotumsia, 8. C., April 26, 1955. 
Hon. Ouin BE. Teacup, 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Mr. Victor Wohlford will represent the National Association of State Approval 
\gencies and speak for us at hearing Thursday. We request and urge Congress 
amend paragraph (d), section 232, Public Law 550 to permit eligible veterans 
who select IOF training as their educational objective to receive full education 
and training allowance for at least one full 12-month period. By so doing the 
trainees will be allowed to complete one full crop or animal cycle of production 
before any reductions are applied to their educational and training allowance. 

W. A. ScHIFFLEY, 
Legislative Director, National Association of State Approval Agencies. 


Mrs. Kee. We are glad to hear from Congressman Jennings now. 


STATEMENT BY HON. W. PAT JENNINGS, MEMBER OF CON- 
GRESS FROM THE NINTH DISTRICT, VIRGINIA 


Mr. JenntinGs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
wish te thank you for the opportunity to express my support of 
H. R. 589 and similar bills which would remove or delay for 1 year 
the requirement in Public Law 550 that education and training allow- 
ances paid to veterans pursuing institutional on-the-farm training be 
periodically reduced. 
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It has been brought to my attention by veterans training under 
Public Law 550, by instructors in the on-the-farm training program, 
and by farmer organizations that the provisions of paragraph (d), 
section 232 of Public Law 550, which calls for the automatic reduction 
in education and training allowances after each 4-month period, is 
creating a hardship on many of these trainees. It has deterred many 
veterans from taking advantage of the program and has caused others 
to drop out after completing only a portion of the training to which 
they were entitled. 

As far as I can determine from personal contact with residents in 
the Ninth Congressional District of Virginia, the institutional on-the- 
farm training seems to be—from an educational and administrative 
standpoint, a sound program. That is, with the exception of the 
paragraph which provides for this reduction or sliding-scale payment 
of allowances. 

In keeping with good agricultural practices and the business of 
farming, and I speak from considerable experience as a farmer and 
also as a member of the House Agriculture Committee, it seems to 
me that this requirement that allowances be reduced periodically 
should be eliminated entirely or delayed for 16 months. Delaying 
this reduction for 16 months would make it possible for the trainee 
to finish 1 year of his training and to also complete 1 crop or animal 
cycle of production. He would then be in a position to have some 
income by placing on the market for sale his farm crop or animal 
products. 

Under Public Laws 346 and 377, which provided this training for 
World War II veterans, full subsistence payments were received until 
a trainee had raised and sold a farm crop. It seems to be fair our 
Korean veterans should be entitled to the same training allowances 
as our World War II veterans. 

Our Public Law 550 veterans, while taking this automatic reduction 
at the end of each 4-month period after enrolling in the program, 
must pay tuition, purchase instructional supplies, the expense of 
travel to and from farm and school, and the costs connected with the 
operation and administration of the program. 

I could go into examples of individual cases, but I believe it will be 
sufficient to point out that as allowances are reduced at the end of each 
4-month period, and as tuition and other costs remain the same, and 
while there is little income from a trainee’s farm, there is not sufficient 
funds for living expenses and for helping to finance the operations of 
a farm. 

I am of the opinion that unless a veteran remains in the program 
for the full length of his eligibility, the Federal Government does not 
receive full value of moneys expended, from an educational point of 
view, toward the stabilization and establishment of trainees on the 
farm. I know there have been many interruptions of training after 
only a year in my State, and I am told that the same is true throughout 
the Nation. The trainee does not have income enough to pay the 
costs connected with the program and still contribute to the farm or 
family expenses. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that the intent of the law is 
to provide the trainee with sufficient funds to live on and to assist in 
defraying some of the costs of farming such as seed, feed, fertilizer, 
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payment of interest on short-time productive credit, etc. I am sure 
that you are aware that the operational costs of farming over the 
past 3 years have increased materially. Such increases have = 
greater expenditures in starting the business of farming as well 
completing a year’s work before realizing any monetary benefits ieenn 
labor performed. 

I would like to summarize some of the reasons I feel this periodic 
reduction of allowances should be eliminated or delayed as follows: 
Costs involving preparations to farm, living costs, and farm productive 
costs have increased during the past years; operational costs of the 
educational program which 1 must be met by the trainee have increased 
due to a general increase in costs in the Nation; prices of farm and 
animal products received by the farmer have declined; new farm 
trainees do not receive any farm income until after at least 12 months; 
additional veterans would enroll if full educational and training 
allowances were provided; training is being interrupted as veterans 
withdraw before the completion of their entitlement; neither the 
Government nor the veterans are getting the full benefit of the 
program because of these dropouts. 

I respectfully request. that this committee approve the elimination 
of this sliding scale of subsistence payments from Public Law 550 or 
amend it to delay such reductions urtil income from the farm becomes 
available. I also believe that consideration should be given to making 
this amendment retroactive to the time that present trainees enrolled 
in the program. 

Mr. Sisk. Madam Chairman, at the proper time, I have several 
telegrams which I would like to have made a part of the record. 
Now, possibly you would rather do that later on. 

Mrs. Ker. Would you not like to put them all in at this point in 
the record? 

Mr. Sisk. I could do that, Madam Chairman. I would like te 
mention that a great many of them refer to one of the bills we have 
under consideration, which happens to be H. R. 3138. Actually, I 
believe we are considering Mr. Teague’s bill. 

Starr Direcror. That is one of three identical bills. 

Mr. Sisk. They are identical. I just wanted to call that to the 
attention of the committee. 

These are both letters and telegrams that I am offering. 

Mrs. Ker. They may be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

SACRAMENTO, CaLiF., April 27, 1945. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk, 
Congressman, 12th District of California, 
482 House Office Building, Washington, D. (¢ 

Does not appear possible for anyone from Western States to appear at April 
28 hearing of Education and Training Subcommittee. However this State 
definitely favors passage H. R. 3138 with retroactive date allowing for adjust- 
ment of education and training benefits back to date veteran entered training. 
We also recommend passage H. R. 4263 on grounds it is almost impossible for 
veterans to acquire property by purchase or lease and therefore veterans working 
for well-qualified farmer-trainer should be eligible for institutional on-farm 
training. 

E. W. Everett, 
Assistant State Supervisor, Veterans Training. 
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FARMER VETERANS ASSOCIATION, 
Watsonville, Calif., April 27, 1955. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


As spokesman for 17 veterans training under Public Law 550 wish to thank 
you for efforts behalf veterans welfare. 

Urge action and passage of H. R. 3138. Veterans really need this help. Will 
appreciate its benefits as first-year farming is big financial problem. 


Frank KasrHara, President. 


Turtock, Cauir., April 27, 1955. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We favor passage of veterans subsistence bill, stating that the subsistences not 

be decreased for the first 12 months of school, retroactive to July 1952. 
CHARLES MartTIN, Jr. 
Dan BOLzENDAHL. 
Sam LaCross. 
JOHN BETTENCOURT. 
JOHN Souza. 
MANUEL BETTENCOURT. 
H. A. STEWART. 


Turuock, CaALIr., 
April 27, 1954, 
Congressman B. F. Stsxk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We favor passage of veterans’ subsistence bill, stating that the subsistences 
not be decreased for the first 12 months of school, retroactive to July 1952. 
ARNOLD FERNANDES, 
JAMES RANDOLPH, 
Dave ALAMEDA, 
FreD MILGRoM, 
Les HARWELL, 
FRANK VIERRA, 
CELVIO FARINELLI, 
Monte Harris. 


GRIDLEY, Cauir., April 27, 1955. 
Hon. Representative B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge passage H. R. 3138, retroactive July 16, 1952. 
Joun AtvsEs, Jr., Yuba City, Calif., 
JaMEs Sanpow, Yuba City, Calif., 
W. L. SwERINGEN, Gridley, Calif., 
JERE Reyno.ps, Biggs, Calif. 


0A096 
Huauson, Cauir., April 27, 1955. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge passage of Public Law 3138, also urge making bill retroactive to July 1952. 
Marvin L. FLESHMAN, 
Instructor 1 on Farm Training, Hughson Union High School, Hughson, Calif. 


0A514 
Giiroy, Cauir., April 26, 1955. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge passage H. R. 3138, also urge education and training allowance. Be 
retroactive to July 16, 1952. 
RayMonp Rosst. 
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Moraan Hitz, Cauir., April 26, 1956. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge passage of H. R. 3138, also urge education and training allowance; be 
retroactive to July 16, 1952. 
JOSEPH FORESTIERI. 


San Martin, Cauir., April 26, 1955. 
Congressman B. F. Stsk, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Of your bill, urge passage H. R. 3138. Also urge education and training allow- 
ance retroactive July 16, 1952. 
ELMER Rossi, 
Post Office Box 46, San Martin, Calif. 


HOLLISTER, ( ALIF., April 26, 1956. 
. . . DISK, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Of your bill urge passage H. R. 3138, also education and training allowance 
retroactive July 16, 1952. 
Emito and MaANvet CasILLas. 


Gitroy, Cauir., April 26, 1956. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Urge passage of H. R. 3138. Urge education and training allowance be retro- 
active to August 16, 1952. 


M. Frorto. 


SrocktTon, Cauir., April 27, 1955. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We urge passage of House bill 3138; make retroactive to July 1, 1952. Give 
the Korean veterans a break. 
ROBERT CROCE. 
JOHN CHIAPPE. 
JAMES LAGARIO. 


Mopesto, Cauir., April 27, 1955. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 


House Office Building, Washington. D. C.: 
We favor your veterans’ subsistence bill, not to reduce subsistence for 12 
months, and making it retroactive to July 1952. 

ADRIAN C. FONDSE. 
Morton D. PETERSEN. 
Foran C. THOMSON. 
FRANCIS BLACKMORE. 
Mervyn K. Crow. 
Reno V. GuINTOLI. 
NorMAN QO. GALAS. 
CLAYTON COLEMAN. 


Mopesto, Cauir., April 26, 1956. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


We favor your institutional on-farm veterans subsistence bill not to reduce 
subsistence for 12 months and making it retroactive to July 1952. 


Alvin Baptista, Louis R. Alves, Jake Van Duyn, Norman J. Vlach, 


Lee Rodriguez, Jr., John A. Fantazia, Richard E. Goncalves, 
Francis L. Gonsalves, Carlon W. Bates. 
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Mopesto, Cauir., April 26, 1955. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We favor your bill pertaining to veterans’ subsistence. We favor making 
this bill retroactive to July 1952. 
Geo. Mattos, Rob. Loewen, Frank Bouero, Joseph N. Holeomb, 
Manuel Cordoza, Ralph Nunes, Jim Lopes. 


MopeEsto, Cauir., April 26, 1955. 
Congressman B, F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We favor your bill pertaining to veterans’ subsistence. We also favor making 

this bill retroactive to July 1952. 
Bert BALLATARE, 
Ropney B. Barros, 
30B GARCIA, 
Roxy BAvVERO, 
JoHN Marros, 
MAYNARD BIBERNS. 


HouuisTerR, Cauir., April 26, 1955. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: . 
Urge passage H. R. 3138; also urge education and training allowance retroactive 
July 16, 1952. 
ELMER BoNnrTURI. 


FRESNO, Cauir., April 26, 1955. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge favorable consideration of H. R. 3138 for institutional on-farm program 
retroactive to July 1, 1952. 
W. H. Spriusrs, 
District Superintendent, Central Union High School, Fresno. 


Hanrorp, Catir. 
Congressman B. F. Sisk, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Fifty Korean veterans request passage of H. R. 3138. Corroborative evidence 
following. Also wired Hagen. Ly 
C. L. McFaruanp, 


Veteran Supervisor. 





Mopesto, Cauir., April 26, 1955. 
Representative B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge bill passage extending subsistence for Public Law 550’s 1 year before 

reduction. Make retroactive. 
Luoyp FuGertt, ; 
CHARLES DEvRIEs, j 
Dick VAN KONYNENBURG, 
GEORGE BLOOMINGCAMP, 
Bos CARROLL. 
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Mopesto, Cauir., April 26, 1954 
tepresentative B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Hon. B. F. Sisk urge bill passage extending subsistance for Public Law 550’s 

1 year before reduction. Make retroactive. 
Jack THOMAS, 
FRED YorI, 
JOHN J ACOBSON, 
L0DNEY Woon, JR., 
PETE VISSER, 
CHARLES L. SESSER. 


Turvuock, Cauir., April 20, 1955. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk. 

Dear Sir: It is with greatest of appreciation that I write you as our neighbor 
Congressman of Fresno and the sponsor of Public Law 3138, which I fully support 
and know all farm veterans such as I am also will support this bill. Because of 
the need for more money our first year in the farming is the hardest With the 
prices on the farming coming down and the cost to the producer going up it is 
hard to maintain a farm or keep going. Asa veteran ! am deeply in full agreement 
with your interest in the veterans and farming problems and only hope we had 
more representation like your honor. 

Yours truly, 
Joun L. CaBRAL. 


Tur.ock, Cauir., April 21, 1955. 
Hon. B. F. Sisk: 

In writing to your honor it is with great pleasure that I write in the respect of 
Public Law 3138. I believe it is in the best interest of the veteran, the farmer, 
and all concerned that the Public Law 3138 is passed. 

I also am delighted that honorable B. F. Sisk of our neighbor county is author 
or sponsor of Public Law 3138. I only wish more Congressmen from California 
will support this bill, because of the need of our hardship in the first year of 
farming and especially this year, and as long as farm prices are down and 
producing costs are up. It is with this respect as your honorable B. F. Sisk, 
sponsor of bill 3138 that I write. 

Yours truly, 
Louis CARRAL. 


La Mrsa, Cauir., April 21, 1955. 
Hion. B. F. Sisk, 
Member of Congress. 

My Dear Sir: There are 2 bills pending before Congress and from informa- 
tion that I have I believe that vou are well aware of the purpose and contents of 
these 2 bills. They are H. R. 3138 and H. R. 4263. I personally am in favor 
of the two bills and hope that they receive your firm support. 

The Dog Patch Pup Tent 538, Military Order of the Cooties, of which I am 
the Seam Squirrel, also supports the two bills. [I am also president of the LOF 
training group of Grossmont School and this organization also hopes for the 
passage of this bill. 

I am enclosing a copy of a letter written to Hon. Robert C. Wilson. 

Please do not waste your time and money by answering this letter. 

Yours sincerely, 
R. B. McArruur. 


Aprit 21, 1955. 
Hon. Ropert C. WILson. 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Wiuson: There are two bills that are pending that would do a 
measure of justice to veterans of the Korean war. They are H. R. 3138 and 
H. R. 4263. 

I am in favor of these two bills and hope that you will be able to support them. 

Please do not reply to this letter because it will take your time and money, and 
your support, if you can, is all that is hoped for. 

Yours sincerely, 
R. B. McArruer. 
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Dewnarr, Cauir., April 21, 1955. 
Re Public Law 3138. 
B. F. Sisk, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Sisk: In regard to the bill now up before Congress concerning the 
GI schooling program. 

Being a student under the GI bill, naturally I am highly in favor of it. When 
a person is starting out in farming, there is greater expense during the first year 
and help is more needed at that time. 

At the price hay and grain have been the past vear and the low price we get 
for milk, it has been a struggle for a small dairyman like me to show very little 
profit if any. 

I am sure the bill, if passed, would help some of the less fortunate GI’s to get 
a better start in life than it would at the present standing. 

Sincerely, 
Date E. Buaaca. 





Mrs. Ker. We are glad to recognize the gentleman from Alabama, 
Mr. Elliott. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARL ELLIOTT, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE SEVENTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Extrorr. Madam Chairman Kee and members of the com- 
mittee, | appear here this morning as author of the bills, H. R. 368, 
H. R. 369, and H. R. 5474. 

All of these bills propose amendments to the Veterans’ Readjustment 
Assistance Act of 1952, commonly known as the Korean GI bill, 
which set up a training program for veterans of the Korean war. 

These bills are designed to eliminate or modify the requirement 
that educational and training allowance payable to veterans pursuing 
institutional on-the-farm training under the act be periodically 
reduced. 

The Korean GI bill became effective on August 20, 1952. Its 
defect—the periodic reduction of the farm veterans’ allowances— 
became apparent, and I believe I introduced the first bill in the 
Congress to remove the undesirable feature of the periodic reduction. 

In the meantime, on many occasions I have called to the attention 
of the House of Representatives the undue hardship which the act 
imposes upon veterans pursuing on-the-farm training. 

Section 232 (d) of the act, which I am asking be amended, provides 
for education and training ‘allowances for eligible veterans pursuing 
on-the-farm training. The rates are $95 per month for a veteran 
without dependent, $110 if he has one dependent, and $130 if he has 
more than one dependent. The section provides, however, that at 
the end of each 4-month period a veteran is enrolled in the on- ‘the-farm 
program these rates are proportionately reduced. 

Now I realize that as the length of time his training increases, his 
ability to earn more money should increase also. That has been 
given as a reason for the periodic reductions. But do we penalize 
the veteran who decides to pursue his education at a college? Cer- 
tainly we do not. His allowance remains the same throughout his 
period of eligibility. And it is right that it does. The college stu- 
dent, whose ability to earn a living i is increased by each vear in college, 
should not be penalized, neither should the veteran who decides to 
take on-the-farm training. 
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The extent to which these reductions cut deeply in the monthly 
allowances for on-the-farm veterans can best be illustrated by examin- 
ing the case of a veteran with more than 1 dependent who is entitled 
to 36 months of training. Although he originally receives $130 per 
month, during the last 4-month period, his allowance has been cut 
to only $41.20 per month. 

In addition it must be kept in mind that the veteran is required to 
pay a tuition fee of $36 per month, which is subtracted from his allow- 
ance and he must buy approximately $50 worth of books. In order 
to pursue the farm-training program as set up under the act, a very 
large capital investment is also required. Substantial expenditures, 
which may have to be made for land, buildings, farm machinery, 
livestock, fertilizer and seed make the program a high-priced proposi- 
tion. It points even further to the need for the elimination of the 
periodical reductions in allowances 

I have talked with many educ: tional and agricultural leaders re- 
garding this periodic reduction and it is their opinion that it is dis- 
criminatory against our farm boys. 

With the uncertainty of yields, with prices of farm products declin- 
ing while the prices of things the farmer must buy increase, with the 
lack of interest in supporting farm prices the Gov ernment has shown, 
and with our people moving away in a steady stream from our farms, 
I think this proposed amendment should be enacted at once. 

Generally speaking, the newspapers and magazines of the day 
herald the great prosperity of the country. Just last night, I read that 
corporate earnings in the first quarter of 1955 were greater than they 
had ever been, with the exe eption of the first quarter of 1953. Such 
rosy reports lose sight of the fact that earnings of the farms of America 
have been constantly moving downward over the period of the past 
2% years. Many economists are now saying that the farm income for 
America for 1955 will likely be 10 percent less than it was in 1954. 
In 1954 it was about 10 percent less than it was in 1953. The point 
I am making is that agriculture continues to be one of the very basic 
American industries. The farm is the place where the depression 
starts. From visits to American farms, it is easy to get the impression 
that all is not right with agriculture. The droughts that have been so 
ruinous in recent years have already continued for a period of 4 years 
in the Seventh Congressional District of Alabama which I have the 
honor to represent. The people who forecast weather conditions 
indicate that the trend of severe droughts across the Farm Belt may 
continue for several more years. The dust storms of the West which 
many of us have had the unforgetable experience of seeing, the late 
freeze this year which destroyed “the fruit crops of the South, the lack 
of credit with which the farmer can readily change his mode of agri- 
culture and diversify his farm—all of these -coupled with the lowering 
income of the American farmer are danger signals. The undue hazards 
of the farm must be taken into account. They must be taken into 
account by the Congress of the United States. We must not forget 
that historically depressions have started on America’s farms. 

We certainly must not allow ourselves to be in the position of 
discriminating against America’s veterans who desire to live on the 
farm and to take on-the-farm training. Just a short time ago, I 
talked with the head teacher of the veterans on-the-farm-training 
program in two of the counties of the Seventh Congressional District 
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of Alabama. I asked each of them why it was that the Korean 
veterans were not taking on-the-farm training in the same proportion 
as did the veterans of World War II and they both told me that in 
their judgment that one of the best reasons was the fact that under 
present law the institutional on-the-farm training allowance to veter- 
ans was reduced at the end of each 3-month period. 

Now, as I have stated, I am urging that the periodic reductions in 
allowance to these farm veterans be repealed. In a spirit of fairness to 
these veterans, it should be repealed. If you should decide that you 
cannot repeal the periodic reduction provisions of the law, then I 
trust that you will repeal the reductions as they affect the veteran in 
his first year of on-the-farm training. To eliminate the reductions at 
the end of each 3-month period during the first year of the veteran’s 
training will give him one cycle of production without reduction of his 
allowance. To do so will enable him to make one crop without a 
reduction. It will give him one cycle in livestock or poultry produc- 
tion. To eliminate these reductions for at least 1 year is, as [ see it, 
the very least that we can do. I hope the committee will agree. 
Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Ker. Thank you, Congressman Elliott. Our next witness is 
\ir. Cecil Munson, educational and training specialist, of the American 
Legion. Mr. Munson, we are happy to welcome you this morning and 
will be interested in your statement to this subcommittee. 


STATEMENTS OF CECIL H. MUNSON, CHIEF, VOCATIONAL TRAIN- 
ING AND EDUCATION, THE NATIONAL REHABILITATION COM- 
MISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION, AND CLARENCE H. OLSON, 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Otson. Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
IEwould like to have the privilege of introducing Mr. Munson. I am 
C. H. Olson, assistant director of the national legislative commission 
of the American Legion. 

We are quite happy to have the privilege to come before you this 
morning to discuss the institutional on-farm training allowances and 
I am clad to be accompanied by Mr. Cecil H. Munson, an educator in 
the northern Farm Belt of this country before joining the staff of 
the American Legion. Mr. Munson has been closely associated with 
the training and educational features pertaining to veterans since the 
enactment of Public Law 346. We feel that he is well qualified to 
discuss the effect of the present law governing the allowances for the 
particular training we are discussing today and to give the views of 
the American Legion with reference to possible changes in law that 
might be helpful. 

Mr. Munson has a statement, Madam Chairman, that I hope you 
will permit him to read. 

Mrs. Kee. Thank you very much. We are happy to have you 
and Mr. Munson with us this morning. 

Mr. Munson. Thank you. First | want to compliment Mr. Wohl- 
ford on the fine statement which he made here covering the statistics 
which it will not be necessary for me to cover. My statement will 
supplement what he has stated. 
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I appreciate this opportunity to speak for the American Legion on 
pending bills affecting monthly education and training allowances for 
institutional on-farm trainees under the Veterans Rez ~adjustme nt As- 
sistance Act of 1952, Public Law 550, 82d Congress, as amended. 

Bills providing a postponement of education and training allowances 
for a period of 12 months under this act were first introduced in the 
83d Congress at the request of the American Legion; H. R. 2978 was 
introduced February 12, 1953, by Congresswoman Edith Rogers, and 
S. 1553 was introduced by the late Senator Griswold, April 2 2, 1953. 
The American Legion supports similar bills now before this com- 
mittee. 

If this committee approves H. R. 368, the one bill seeking to elimin- 
ate automatic reductions under this act, the American Legion will 
support the bill. 

A review of the hearings on H. R. 7656 which later became Public 
Law 550, 82d Congress, reveals that the reduction formula for both 
on-the-job and institutional on-farm training was incorporated in the 
act to implement— 
the concept that the allowance is for supplementary support only and hence, as 
his earning capacity increases during training the veteran’s allowance should be 
less (p. 32, H. Rept. No. 1943, 82d Cong.). 

The regulations governing the training of veterans under Public Law 
550 stress the development of a farm-training program to meet 
particular needs of the individual veteran. Regulation 12031A 
states that an application— 
must be accompanied with a detailed outline of the veteran’s individual program 


as planned for him by the school and ponrnred specifically for him and his individ- 
ual case by the State approving agency 


Regulation 12202A (3) states: 


The duration of an approved course shall be as long as, but no longer than, 
necessary to obtain the objective outlined to meet the particular needs of the 
individual veterans. The carrying out of this requirement makes it mandatory 
that the course be developed to fit the needs of the veteran in his individual 
farming situation. 

When the farm-training program must be developed to meet 
particular needs of the individual veteran, it becomes mandatory for 
approval to provide a great many individual courses of varying le ngths 
in varying types of farming. It becomes most difficult if not impossible 
for a small school to provide adequate instruction on what amounts 
to an individual basis. Trainees come from a wide area involving 
much travel for both trainees and teacher. With the small number of 
farm trainees available most schools cannot pay salaries and traveling 
expenses of instructors qualified to conduct a highly individualized 
program from a tuition rate of $30 per month. To go above this 
requires the veteran to pay tuition out of that portion of his allowance 
reserved for subsistence and subject to reductions. 

Under the present law the subsistence portion is subject to an auto- 
matic reduction each 4 months. We contend that these reductions 
during the first 12 months of farming are discouraging and are caus- 
ing many veteran trainees, without total financial bac king from their 
families, to drop out. This is a waste of Government money and 
creates a financial deficit for the veteran which may take years to 
overcome. The farm training program should be maintained for 
those who need it rather than for those who can afford it. 
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The future of a new veteran farm trainee is dependent upon getting 
started the right way. The on-the-job trainee’s wage increases as 
his allowance decreases. The farm trainee normally does not realize 
an income until the end of the first crop year or animal cycle. There 
are very few who can maintain sufficient diversification the first 
year to provide a constant income. 

The prospective farm trainee must buy or rent the right kind of a 
farm, and buy the right kind of livestock and equipment. He should 
choose carefully, looking ahead at least a farming generation. The 
amount of his downpayme nt will determine future interest and prin- 
cipal payments in good and bad years. 

The farm trainee’s handicap is ‘his high indebtedness, periods of low 
prices, the weather, and various others which are often unavoidable 
during the first year. Few people realize the business judgment and 
ability it takes to supervise the many kinds of work done with the 
hands or with many tools and machines. Training and experience 
in management and a knowledge of the principles of plant growth, 
the feeding and care of animals, and the maintenance of soil fertility 
are essential. 

To expect that a farm trainee will have sufficient income to replace 
reductions in monthly allowances is demanding an efficiency in pro- 
duction seldom demonstrated by the best of trained farmers during 
their first year of independent operation. 

When the veteran farm trainee sets up a farm enterprise he usually 
does it without an adequate background of training and experience. 
He has been released from the Armed Forces following 2 years or more 
of service. Section 102 of Public Law 550 states that its benefits— 
are for the purpose of assisting in the readjustment of such persons from military 
to civilian life. 

There are individuals who insist that because of the diversification 
of farm business, as represented by the production of several things 
for sale, the risk of loss is lessened and a farm income is assured. They 
fail to recognize that farms, like people, are limited in the diversity of 
their output. You just cannot settle down on any piece of land in 
the United States and launch into diversified farming. The skills 
and knowledge required for diversified farming are considerable, and 
there must be a satisfactory combination of soil, climate, and market 
outlets for cash enterprises. 

If diversification sufficient to provide constant income during the 
first year of training is always possible then we question the need for 
training. The first year of training is critical and it is discouraging 
to have reductions in allowances during a time when it is most needed. 

The American Legion recommends approval of a bill to amend the 
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to provide that edu- 
cation and training allowances paid to veterans pursuing institutional 
on-farm training shall not be reduced for 12 months after they have 
begun their training. We appreciate the introduction of identical 
bills by Congressmen Teague, Kee, Elliott, and Jones which empha- 
sizes the need for such legislation. 

Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Ker. Thank you, Mr. Munson, for that very fine and helpful 
statement. 

Mr. Sisk, do you have some questions? 
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Mr. Sisk. There is only one thing I wanted to clarify. 

I notice, Mr. Munson, in your statement, in the third paragraph, 
you say that if this committee approves H. R. 368, the one bill seek- 
ing to eliminate automatic reductions under this act, the American 
Legion will support the bill. 

Now, do I understand you to say that you would oppose the other 
bills that we have before us? You do not mean to say that? 

Mr. Munson. Not at all. The bills you now have before this 
committee, we would support; all of them. You only have one bill, 
as I understand it, that calls for an elimination of automatic reduc- 
tions. That is 368. And all the other bills are identical. 

Mr. Sisk. That is correct, yes. 

That is all I have, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Ker. Thank you very much, Mr. Munson; and thank you, 
Mr. Olson. 

Mr. Munson. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Kerr. Our next witness is Mr. Sam H. Coile of the Veterans’ 
Administration. 


STATEMENTS OF GUY H. BIRDSALL, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR LEGISLATION, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION; SAM H. 
COILE, ASSISTANT DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, VOCATIONAL 
REHABILITATION AND EDUCATION; T. F. DALEY, DIRECTOR, 
LEGISLATIVE PROJECTS SERVICE; A. T. BRONAUGH, LEGIS- 
LATIVE ATTORNEY, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Corte. Madam Chairman, Mr. Guy H. Birdsall, the Assistant 
Administrator for Legislation, will make the statement. I am accom- 
panying Mr. Birdsall. 

Mrs. Ker. We are pleased to have you with us, Mr. Birdsall. 
You may proceed. 

Mr. BrrpsaLt. Madam Chairman, I am Guy H. Birdsall, Assistant 
Administrator for Legislation, Veterans’ Administration, and I have 
with me from my office, Mr. T. F. Daley, Director of the Legislative 
Projects Service and Mr. A. T. Bronaugh of my office. 

Mrs. Ker. We are pleased to have all of you here today. 

Mr. Brrpsauu. The reports of the Veterans’ Administration on 
these bills have already been made a part of the record, and rather 
than to take two of the reports, that is, one on repeal of the provision 
and the other on modification, and read them into the record, I have 
a prepared statement, which is quite brief, which I would like to read 
at this time. 

Mrs. Ker. We would be very glad to hear it. 

Mr. Brrpsatt. Madam Chairman, the bills under consideration 
propose to repeal or modify the so-called automatic reduction formula 
applicable to on-job and on-farm trainees enrolled under the Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, as amended. The Adminis- 
trator has filed with the committee his formal report covering a num- 
ber of the pending measures, that is, H. R. 368, H. R. 369, H. R. 589, 
H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006. It may be mentioned that H. R. 5474 
and H. R. 5743 are identical with H. R. 589. 

We will not attempt, at this time, to read the Administrator’s 
report which is necessarily rather lengthy, but will instead present 











824 POSTPONE REDUCTION FORMULA IN ON-FARM TRAINING 


certain background material which it is believed will be helpful to the 
committee, and mention certain other considerations upon which the 
position of the Administrator with respect to these bills is based. 

The mentioned reduction formulas appear in subsections 232 (c) 
and (d) of the act. These subsections establish the rates of education 
and training allowances for apprenticeship and other training on the 
job, and for institutional on-farm training, respectively. Both sub- 
sections provide for such allowances to be reduced at the end of each 
4-month period as the veteran’s training progresses by an amount 
which shall bear the same ratio to the basic training allowances (with 
respect to institutional on-farm training, a $30 per month tuition 
factor is exempted from reduction) as 4 months bear to the total dura- 
tion (as therein defined) of the veterans’ training program. 

In addition to this so-called reduction formula, subsection 232 (c) 
provides a ceiling of $310 per month on the combined rate of the 
education and training allowance and the income from productive 
labor (performed as part of his course) which a veteran pursuing an 
apprenticeship or other on-job program may receive. 

The reduction formulae of Public Law 550 are best understood 
against the background of the comparable provisions of the World 
War IT education and training program (title I], Servicemen’s Read- 
justme nt Act of 1944, as amended) for limiting the governmental 
assistance in the cases of trainees earning income from productive 
labor. ‘These were: (1) a requirement with respect to on-job training 
situations, limiting the combined rate of subsistence allowance and 
trainee wage to an amount which did not exceed the entrance salary 
of a trained journeyman in the particular occupation or trade and 
(2) a statutory maximum, or “ceiling, ” upon the combined rate of 
subsistence allowance and the veteran’s compensation from productive 
labor. 

The devices applicable to the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act 
program though effective in most types of training in eliminating the 
abuses toward which they were originally directed, created certain 
problems in their administration. 

The legislative history of the 1952 act shows that the reduction 
formulas were attempts to reach shin objectives of the income ceiling 
and the journeyman wage formula of the earlier program without the 
administrative complexities and to add an economic incentive factor 
for the veteran to increase his earnings during his period of training. 
It will be recalled that the need for a built-in incentive factor was a 
matter of special concern to the House Select Committee To Investi- 
gate Educational, Training, and Loan Guaranty Programs Under GI 
Bill (the Teague committee) and the reduction formula applicable 
to on-farm training is consistent with the recommendations of that 
committee. 

The basic objective of an incentive factor (as applied to on-job 
and on-farm trainees) is that the veteran be in position to continue 
with his employment, or with his farming, on a self-sustaining basis 
after the governmental assistance is terminated. If this is not 
accomplished, the veteran may be faced with the necessity for aban- 
doning the occupation for which he is trained, with the consequent 
loss of the time and effort he has invested in such training and the 
waste of the Government funds expended to aid his financial and 
occupational readjustment. It is thus obvious that the provision 
for periodic reduction in the allowances for on-job and on-farm trainees 
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was not designed to impose discriminatory restrictions on those groups 
or to arbitrarily achieve economies in the benefit program at their 
expense. 

The Veterans’ Administration supports the automatic reduction 
principles as sound, and, accordingly, recommends that your com- 
mittee not give favorable consideration to H. R. 368 and ‘H. R. 369 
which would repeal them. 

However, the question has been repeatedly raised as to whether 
the formula now applicable to institutional on-farm training takes 
into account the realities of farming operations. It has been urged 
that on-farm trainees cannot ordinarily anticipate income from their 
farms until the end of a crop or marketing cycle, which in many in- 
stances is near the end of their first year of training. H. R. 589 and 
similar bills, seem designed to leave the principle of the automatic 
reduction formula intact, but would modify the formula applicable 
to on-farm training so as to suspend all reductions during the initial 
12 months’ training. 

With your permission, we would like to insert in the record at this 
point the text of subsection 232 (d) of Public Law 550 as it would be 
amended by such bills, and a tabular comparison exemplifying the 
difference between the present and proposed reduction formulas. 
Those tables are on the last page. 

Mrs. Ker. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


SUBSECTION 232 (Dp) OF THE VETERANS’ READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT AS 
PROPOSED To Be AMENDED By H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, H. R. 4006, anno H. R 
5474, 84TH CONGRESS 


(d) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing 
institutional on-farm training shall be computed at the rate of (1) $95 per month, 
if he has no dependent, or (2) $110 per month, if he has one dependent, or (3) $130 
per month, if he has more than one dependent; except that his education and 
training allowance shall be reduced at the end of the third, and each subsequent, 
four-month period as his program progresses by an amount which bears the same 
ratio to $65 per month, if the veteran has no dependent, or $80 per month, if he 
has one dependent, or $100 per month, if he has more than one dependent, as 
four months bears to the total duration of such veteran’s institutional on-farm 
training reduced by eight months. For the purpose of computing allowances under 
this subsection, the duration of the training of an eligible veteran shall be the 
period specified in the approved application as the period during which he may 
receive an education and training allowance for such training, plus such additional 
period, if any, as is necessary to make the number of such months of such training 
a multiple of four. 


Illustration of the CForsnem between the press nt and proposed reduction formulae 


. R. 589; 

. 3138 

Public Law f = on 

Months in training 550, 82d Cong. : . 


(per month) eg ae 


(per month) 


Be iit in ; a $130 $130 
5to8 ; 118 130 
9 to 12__- 2: 5 wove e : 107 130 
13 to 16___-_. : . 96 115 
i Sere eee oe wabebut : &5 101 
74 87 

63 72 

52 58 

4 


41 4 


NorTe.—This example is based upen the case of a veteran with 2 dependents pursuing a 36 months’ 
program. For simplicity in presentation, only the dollar amounts are shown. 
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Mr. Birpsatu. It will be noted that the bills propose to permit 
payment of the maximum applicable rate of education and training 
allowances to the on-farm trainee during the first 12 months of 
training, with the subsequent payments periodically reduced but 
always higher in amount than would be payable under existing law 
during the same stage of training. 

Since the enactment of Public Law 550, the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion has reviewed the general question of the income which might be 
anticipated by institutional on-farm trainees during their first year 
of farming operation, and this matter has also been a matter of special 
interest to the Administrator’s advisory committee. The Adminis- 
trator has concluded as a result of the mentioned studies that some 
modification of the reduction formulas applicable to on-farm trainees 
may be warranted. While farming operations do not present a 
uniform pattern with respect to the timing of money crops, it appears 
that in most instances the veteran-trainee realizes very little increase 
in income as the result of training until the end of his first year. 
Their circumstance contrasts with the situation of an apprentice or 
other on-job trainee who receives his income regularly in the form of 
wages, and normally can look forward to increases during the initial 
year of training. 

Further, it appears that the specific amendments proposed by H. R. 
589, and identical bills, are reasonable and designed to retain the 
principle of stimulating the veteran to progressive self-improvement 
during the period of training, to the end that he will become sufficiently 
self-sustaining by the completion of his training program so as to 
continue with his farming operations. The Administrator’s report 
therefore recommended a favorable consideration of these measures 
by your committee. 

The increases in direct benefit costs which would be attributable to 
the enactment of the subject bills, based upon the continuation of 
current trends, are estimated to be as follows: 





w! H. R. 589, 

an | 42.B. 900 H. R. 3138, 

isait aiad ii. R368 | (repeal— | H. R. 4006 

—ao ame) farm and (suspend— 

a | job) | 12 months— 

| | farm) 

Ties i. = iz eel cloned lah al peat ete 
ite le etacnlard ae aul $15, 000, 000 23, 000, 000 | $3, 500, 000 
1957 = ta i 17, 000, 000 | 25, 000, 000 | 4, 000, 000 
7 R EL 17, 000,000 | — 23, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 
ia pegainlodnidnien eae | 15, 000, 000 | 19, 000, 000 | 3, 500, 000 


SE usttinsemtncnnss js e , “in | 12,000, 000 15, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 





Mr. Apatr. May I interrupt, Mr. Birdsall? 

Then do I understand you to say that out of these matters you 
are speaking about, the Veterans’ Administration recommends the 
suspension for 12 months? 

Mr. Brrpsauu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aparr. I just wanted to be clear on that. Thank you. 

Mr. Brrpsav. All of these amounts would be followed by pro- 
gressively lesser ‘amounts of increased cost for each successive fiscal 
year to the end of the program, January 31, 1965. Upon an individual 
basis, it is estimated that repeal of the reduction formulas as proposed 
by H. R. 369 would result in additional cost for direct benefits for an 
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on-job training course of 24 months’ duration of $270 and for an 
institutional on-farm course of 36 months’ duration of $1,300. The 
foregoing cost estimate relating to the bills H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, 
and H. R. 4006, to suspend the reduction formula applicable to on- 
farm trainees is based upon the assumption that the increased cost 
to the Government for individual institutional on-farm training pro- 
grams of 36 months’ duration would be $324. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it concurs in adverse 
recommendations of the Veterans’ Administration with respect to 
H. R. 368 and H. R. 369. In addition, the Bureau has further advised 
that it believes the enactment of H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 
4006 would represent an undesirable departure from established 
policy. 

Mrs. Ker. Thank you very much, Mr. Birdsall. 

Mr. Sisk, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Sisk. Just one question, for clarification, for the record. 

Mr. Birdsall, in section 2 of H. R. 589: 
but for the purposes of computing education and training allowances to be paid 
after such first day, such amendment shall be deemed to have been in effect 
since July 16, 1952— 
now, in view of quite a number of telegrams and letters that I have 
received relative to the retroactive effects of this bill, I would just 
like you to clarify, if you would, the effects of that wording on the 
actual application of the legislation. 

Mr. Brrpsauu. In our complete report, which I did not read into 
the record, on that particular bill, we said that no retroactive pay- 
ments would be authorized, but the educational and training allow- 
ances of persons in training would be adjusted from the first day of 
the second calendar month following enactment to conform to the 
liberalized formula. 

Mr. Sisk. Now, as I understand, that simply means that for those 
men who are now in training or who would be in training at the time 
this legislation, say, might become effective, their rates of pay would 
be increased on the basis of the law as though it had been in effect 
from the very beginning of their training pe riod. 

Mr. Birpsatu. That is correct, sir, prospectively. 

Mr. Sisk. I wanted to clarify that again. I have read your report, 
and I am familiar with your statement, but as a result of certain let- 
ters and telegrams I would say there seems to have been some mis- 
understanding relative to making it retroactive. And I might say, 
Mr. Birdsall, that I have had a number of requests asking that it be 
made retroactive. 

Now, I am assuming by those requests that they have in mind 
going back and paying them the amount they would have been paid 
had this law been effective. 

For the record, what would be your thinking relative to an amend- 
ment of that type to the proposed legislation? Could you state the 
views of the Administration for the record? 

Mr. Birpsauu. Of course, you have this fact, Congressman Sisk: 
That they have progressed along on their courses and received mone- 
tary allowances during that period. And, of course, with reference 
to rate adjustments or direct benefits, the general policy has been 
that adjustments are prospective in effect—actual adjustments of 
rates, monetary rates. 








828 POSTPONE REDUCTION FORMULA IN ON-FARM TRAINING 


I believe the Veterans’ Administration—I can anticipate possibly 
the Administrator’s reaction—would continue the policy followed 
against retroactive adjustments. 

Mr. Sisk. That was the point I was making—that there has been 
quite a considerable amount of interest, and I would, for the record, 
like to know just what the attitude of the Veterans’ Administration, 
or your Department, would be to any further amending which would 
actually require the payment of sums of money going back to, 
sav, 1952. 

Your Department would oppose that type of retroactive benefits? 

Mr. Birpsauu. We probably would furnish justification for prospec- 
tive application and indicate that we were unable to recommend any 
retroactive adjustments. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you. 

That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Ker. Mr. Adair, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Apair. To pursue the question with which I interrupted you a 
little earlier, Mr. Birdsall, you state now thatthe position of the 
Veterans’ Administration is to favor the suspension of the reductions 
for a period of 12 months. 

Mr. Brrpsa.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aparr. And you have given us the figures on those, which I 
wanted. In other words, for the next 5 years, the annual aggregate 
cost runs from 3 to 4 million dollars per year. 

Mr. Brrpsau. Yes, sir; the cost attributable to the bill. 

Mr. Aparr. Thereafter you stated it would be somewhat less, until 
the end of the program in 1960, I believe. 

Mr. Brrpsa.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Apatr. Now, I was interested to observe your statement con- 
cerning the attitude of the Bureau of the Budget, in which you said 
they objected to it on policy grounds; that it represents an undesirable 
change in policy. 

Mr. Brrpsauu. They said it represents an undesirable departure 
from established policy. 

Mr. Aparr. In other words, so far as you know, they are not object- 
ing to it particularly on the basis of the increased costs. 

Mr. Brrosauu. I think the answer to that would be “No.” I can 
give you the detailed statement that they gave us. Probably that 
would be informative. 

Mr. Aparr. Can it be boiled down into a conclusion? Is it a long 
statement, Mr. Birsdall? 

Mr. Birpsautu. Not too long, Congressman. 

Mr. Aparr. Madam Chairman, I would be interested in hearing 
that, or at least having it in the record. 

Srarr Drrecror. On page 7 of Committee Print 76 there appears 
to be what you have in mind, Mr. Adair. They say rather briefly 
there what the basis of the objection is. 

Mr. Brrosauu. That is right. That is page 7, in the small print. 

Mr. Stsx. Point of inquiry, Madam Chairman. This report is in 
the record already? 

Mr. Ker. Yes, it is. 

Would you like to hear it read, Mr. Adair? 

Mr. Aparr. No, Madam Chairman. I have not had a chance to go 
over the report. 
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Mr. Brrosatu. I think the meat of that is in the last sentence of the 
penultimate paragraph; that is, one of the very important factors. 

Mr. Aparr. In other words, from a hasty look at that, it does not 
seem that they fear so much what would happen as a result of this 
legislation, as its effect on other increases. 

Mr. Brrosauu. These bills that we favor do not address themselves 
to the educational and training allowance rates—to changes in general 
basic monthly rates. Their statement seems to indicate that you 
may approach that field as a result of doing this. 

Mr. Aparr. That answers my question. Thank you, Madam 
Chairman. 

Mrs. Ker. Thank you, Mr. Birdsall, and all of you, for your state- 
ment. 

Mr. Brrosauu. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Ker. Our next witness will be Mr. Adin Downer, assistant 
director of legislation of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

Mr. Downer, we are very happy to have you with us, and we will 
be glad to hear your statement. 


STATEMENT OF ADIN DOWNER, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIREC- 
TOR, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 


Mr. Downer. Thank you, Madam Chairman and members of the 
committee. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you this 
morning to express the views of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

I am the assistant legislative representative, and I shall not take 
the time of the committee to make a lengthy statement, in view of 
the fact that the ground has been so well and thoroughly covered by 


preceding witnesses. 

I would like to explain to you that the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
for the past 2 years has had a resolution of our national encampment 
calling for repeal of the progressive reduction provision as it applies 
to institutional on-farm training. 

We gave consideration to the suspension, for a period of 1 year, of 
the training allowance, as is provided by some of the bills before you; 
and the reason that we took our position for repeal rather than sus- 
pension for the first year was because of the uncertainty of farm 
income. 

Now, a suspension for 1 year assumes that farm income after the 
period of 1 year would be sufficient to permit the continuation of the 
training. We all recognize that the two factors that affect to greatest 
extent the success of any farming enterprise are the price of products 
and the weather, over both of which the farmer has very limited 
control. : 

So, because of that fact, we concluded that the program would 
be more successful if the progressive-reduction feature were repealed. 

In accordance with that, we introduced a bill in the 83d Congress 
identical to H. R. 368, which is now under consideration. 

Now, in addition to that one point, Madam Chairman, I would like 
to briefly mention that since the committee has recently expressed 
itself as believing that the guaranteed-loan program and the direct- 
loan program should be extended to farms and farm homes, it seems to 
me that it would be inconsistent with the view that there is a need 
for increased credit for farms and farm homes, to oppose modification 
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of the farm training program in such manner as would enable one who 
availed himself of the credit to make a success of the farm or farm home. 

So I merely want to mention that one thing, that it certainly is 
consistent with the views that the committee has already expressed 
in regard to the liberalization of credit to also liberalize this program. 

I believe that is all I have to say, Madam Chairman. I thank you 
for the privilege of appearing. 

Mrs. Ker. Thank you, so much. 

Mr. Sisk, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Sisk. Just one or two inquiries, Mr. Downer. 

| appreciate your statement on behalf of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars. 

Now, as I understand, of course, your group would actually look 
favorably on any of these proposed bills before the committee now as 
being a step in the right direction; is that correct? 

Mr. Downer. That is right, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. You primarily, possibly, favor H. R. 368 over the others. 
Did I also understand that to be correct? 

Mr. Downer. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. In view of that, I was just wondering, then, what would 
be your position relative to the reimposition of the income limitation, 
which was at one time in effect, and of course is not now in effect. 
In other words, how do you feel that might affect an outright repeal? 

Mr. Downer. Perhaps some income limitation would be desirable, 
Mr. Sisk. I am doubtful if this type of a program is especially suited 
to an income limitation, because of the uncertainty over the amount 
of the income. 

Now, on the job training program we deal pretty much with estab- 
lished facts; and I understand that although this reduction applies in 
the job training program, the contracts that the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration have with the employers provide that as the training allowance 
is reduced the wages paid by the employer shall be increased. So 
that under that program, they deal pretty much with established or 
foreseeable facts; while in the on-the-farm program, there is not that 
certainty, and to that extent I do not think it would be designed for 
an income limitation. 

Mr. Sisk. I can certainly agree with you on that, all right, Mr. 
Downer. However, of course, as I know you are aware, that was one 
of the reasons for this particular type of law under which at present 
the on-the-farm training program was inaugurated, which was in 
order to do away with the income limitations. And in case there was 
serious consideration of H. R. 368, of course, that limitation, that 
income limitation, might recur. And I feel that possibly it does not 
have too much application where on-farm training is concerned. 
I agree with you on that. Because it is not a matter of a set income. 
It is not a matter of knowing exactly what figures you are dealing with. 

That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mr. Downer. I might just briefly say this, Madam Chairman; 
my views might be somewhat colored by the fact that I come from 
western Kansas, where the uncertainty of the weather is quite a 
hazard in farming operations, while I know in the San Joaquin Valley 
in California, you have made other arrangements for water. 

Mr. Sisk. That is true. 
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Mrs. Kez. Thank you very much, Mr. Downer. 

Mr. Downer. Thank you. 

Mrs. Ker. Our next witness is Mr. John Holden, legislative director 
of the AMVETS. 

Mr. Holden? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN R. HOLDEN, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR, AMVETS 


Mr. Houpen. Thank you, Mrs. Kee. 

Madam Chairman and members of the committee, we appreciate 
this opportunity to present the views of the AMVETS on the measures 
pending before you today. 

AMVETS’ position with respect to these proposals is based upon a 
resolution adopted by the national executive committee at its meeting 
in December 1954. This resolution urges the Congress to explore 
the advisability of amending section 232 of Public Law 550, 82d 
Congress, so that the 4-month reduction formula applied under 
present law for institutional on-farm trainees may be held in abeyance 
unti] the completion of the first year of training. 

With your permission, Madam Chairman, I would like to submit 
the complete text of that resolution for incorporation in the record of 
these hearings. 

Mrs. Kez. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The resolution referred to follows:) 


NEC ResouutTion AporptTep at DeceMBER 1954 MEETING 


Whereas veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training under Public Law 550, 
the Veterans Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, receive a modest education 
and training allowance while pursuing such training; and 

Whereas this allowance is immediately reduced upon completion of the first 4 
months of training, and reduced further upon completion of each subsequent 4 
months’ period; and 

Whereas the average farm cannot be operated to produce an income during its 
first year because of the length of the crop and livestock cycle; and 

Whereas it is reported that many veterans are discontinuing their training in 
this program; and 

Whereas the immediate reduction of training allowances within the first year 
of farm operation may be the major reason for this discontinuance: Now therefore 
be it 

Resolved, That AMVETS urge the Congress to explore the advisability of 
amending section 232 of Public Law 550, 82d Congress so that the periodic reduc- 
tions will be delayed during the first year of training and that they begin upon 
completion of the first 4 months of the second year of training. 


Mr. Houpen. The bills, H. R. 589, H. R. 3138, and H. R. 4006 are 
similar and would accomplish the intent of AMVETS’ resolution by 
permitting veterans pursuing institutional on-farm training to receive 
the maximum training allowance for 1 full year until the reduction 
formula is applied. The reduction formula is, in our opinion, sound, 
and provides a much needed incentive to increase the productivity 
of the farming operation as the veteran trainee advances in knowledge 
and experience. Its immediate application, however, 4 months after 
the initiation of a farm training program, is in our judgment unwise. 
Because of the length of the crop and livestock cycle, the average 
farm cannot be operated to produce an income during its first year. 

The provisions of the 3 measures I have cited w ould offset’ this 
initial handicap by stabilizing the training allowance for 1 year. 
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Of equal importance is the fact that the training allowance spelled 
out in Public Law 550 was based on tuition costs of $25 per month, 
plus $5 for books, tools, and supplies. This figure was established at 
a time when the program was operating at a maximum capacity. 
Consequently, the administrative cost per trainee was low. 

Today, however, tuition costs have risen to $35 and even $40 in 
some localities. This increased tuition cost has the effect of reducing 
the trainees’ allowance still further. 

Reports we have received indicate that the number of veterans who 
have initiated institutional on-farm training programs and_ then 
discontinued them is great. It could well be that the major reason for 
the high rate of dropouts is the difficulty in overcoming the first year’s 
financial burden. 

The amendment embodied in 589 and identical bills is, in our 
judgment, justified, and merits the support of this committee. We 
therefore respectfully urge that it be reported favorably. 

Thank you. 

Mrs. Ker. Thank you, Mr. Holden. 

Mr. Sisk, do you have some questions? 

Mr. Sisx. No, I believe not. 

Mrs. Kerr. Mr. Adair, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Aparr. No questions. 

Mrs. Ker. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hotpen. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Ker. There are no other witnesses on our schedule for today, 
so the hearing is closed at this time. 

Thank all of you again for coming before our committee and giving 
such fine statements. 

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 


x 








